AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF MILITARY FORCE
AGAINST IRAQ

MARKUP

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED SEVENTH CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION

ON

H.J. Res. 114

OCTOBER 2 AND OCTOBER 3, 2002

Serial No. 107-116

Printed for the use of the Committee on International Relations

&R

Available via the World Wide Web: http://www.house.gov/international relations

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
82-194PDF WASHINGTON : 2002

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office
Internet: bookstore.gpo.gov Phone: toll free (866) 512—-1800; DC area (202) 512—-1800
Fax: (202) 512-2250 Mail: Stop SSOP, Washington, DC 20402-0001



COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
HENRY J. HYDE, Illinois, Chairman

BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, New York
JAMES A. LEACH, Iowa

DOUG BEREUTER, Nebraska
CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH, New Jersey
DAN BURTON, Indiana

ELTON GALLEGLY, California
ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, Florida
CASS BALLENGER, North Carolina
DANA ROHRABACHER, California
EDWARD R. ROYCE, California
PETER T. KING, New York
STEVE CHABOT, Ohio

AMO HOUGHTON, New York
JOHN M. McHUGH, New York
JOHN COOKSEY, Louisiana
THOMAS G. TANCREDO, Colorado
RON PAUL, Texas

NICK SMITH, Michigan

JOSEPH R. PITTS, Pennsylvania
DARRELL E. ISSA, California
ERIC CANTOR, Virginia

JEFF FLAKE, Arizona

BRIAN D. KERNS, Indiana

JO ANN DAVIS, Virginia

MARK GREEN, Wisconsin

TOM LANTOS, California

HOWARD L. BERMAN, California

GARY L. ACKERMAN, New York

ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA, American
Samoa

DONALD M. PAYNE, New Jersey

ROBERT MENENDEZ, New Jersey

SHERROD BROWN, Ohio

CYNTHIA A. McKINNEY, Georgia

EARL F. HILLIARD, Alabama

BRAD SHERMAN, California

ROBERT WEXLER, Florida

JIM DAVIS, Florida

ELIOT L. ENGEL, New York

WILLIAM D. DELAHUNT, Massachusetts

GREGORY W. MEEKS, New York

BARBARA LEE, California

JOSEPH CROWLEY, New York

JOSEPH M. HOEFFEL, Pennsylvania

EARL BLUMENAUER, Oregon

SHELLEY BERKLEY, Nevada

GRACE NAPOLITANO, California

ADAM B. SCHIFF, California

DIANE E. WATSON, California

THOMAS E. MOONEY, SR., Staff Director/General Counsel
ROBERT R. KING, Democratic Staff Director
JOHN WALKER ROBERTS, Deputy Staff Director /Chief Counsel
DANIEL FREEMAN, Counsel / Parliamentarian
HILLEL WEINBERG, Counsel
KIRSTI GARLOCK, Counsel
LIBERTY DUNN, Staff Associate

1)



CONTENTS

Page

OCTOBER 2, 2002

Markup of H.J. Res. 114, To authorize the use of United States Armed
Forces against ITAQ  ..ooocceeiiiiieniiie ettt aee e 1

OCTOBER 3, 2002
Continuation of markup of H.J. Res. 114, To authorize the use of United

States Armed Forces against Iraq 51

HLJ. RES. 114 oottt ettt ettt eeae e s e sbeenaesaeesaasseesaanns 52
Amendment to H.J. Res. 114, offered by the Honorable Brad Sherman,

a Representative in Congress from the State of California ....................... 75
Amendment to H.J. Res. 114, offered by the Honorable Nick Smith,

a Representative in Congress from the State of Michigan ........................ 98
Amendments to H.J. Res. 114, offered en bloc by the Honorable Barbara

Lee, a Representative in Congress from the State of California .............. 108
Amendments to H.J. Res. 114, offered en bloc by the Honorable Ron

Paul, a Representative in Congress from the State of Texas .................... 122
Amendments to H.J. Res. 114, offered en bloc by the Honorable Jim

Davis, a Representative in Congress from the State of Florida ................ 134
Amendment to H.J. Res. 114, offered by the Honorable Sherrod Brown,

a Representative in Congress from the State of Ohio .........cccoocevvcieniine 155
Amendment to H.J. Res. 114, offered by the Honorable Earl Blumenauer,

a Representative in Congress from the State of Oregon ...........ccccuee.ee. 168

Amendment to H.J. Res. 114, offered by the Honorable William D.
Delahunt, a Representative in Congress from the State of Massachu-
SEEES ettt st e et e e et e s e e snaeeenareeeas 172
Amendment to H.J. Res. 114, offered by the Honorable Henry J. Hyde,
a Representative in Congress from the State of Illinois, and Chairman,

Committee on International Relations ..........ccccooceiiiiiniiiiiiniiinieniciiee 182
LETTERS, STATEMENTS, ETC., SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD
The Honorable Henry J. Hyde: Prepared statement ...........cccccceeeevieeciieieiieeennns 65
The Honorable Doug Bereuter, a Representative in Congress from the State
of Nebraska: Prepared statement ...........cccoccvvvviiiiiniiieniiiiiecceeccvee e 69
APPENDIX
The Honorable Joseph R. Pitts, a Representative in Congress from the State
of Pennsylvania: Prepared statement ............cccocceeeeiiieeiiiieccieeeeeeeeiee e 191
The Honorable Darrell E. Issa, a Representative in Congress from the State
of California: Prepared statement ...........ccccccovviiiiriiiiniiieinieeeeee e 192
The Honorable Jeff Flake, a Representative in Congress from the State of
Arizona: Prepared statement ...........ccccoooiiiiiiiiiiinienece e 193
The Honorable Joseph Crowley, a Representative in Congress from the State
of New York: Prepared statement ...........ccccceeeciiieiciieeniiicciee e 193
The Honorable Earl Blumenauer: Prepared statement ............cccocceevviiiiieniennnn. 196

(I1D)






AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF MILITARY
FORCE AGAINST IRAQ

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 2, 2002

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 5:10 p.m. in Room 2172
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Henry J. Hyde (Chairman of
the Committee) presiding.

Chairman HYDE. The Committee will come to order.

Pursuant to notice, I now call up House Joint Resolution 114,
Authorization for the Use of Military Force Against Iraq for pur-
poses of markup and move its favorable recommendation to the
House.

It is the intention of the Chair to recognize Members to make
opening statements on the resolution tonight. I do not intend to
recognize anyone for the purpose of offering an amendment, and
accordingly, I do not anticipate any votes in the Committee this
evening.

The Chair will now recognize Members to strike the last word on
the pending—I am sorry. The Chair will recognize Ranking Mem-
ber Tom Lantos to strike the last word.

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me first commend you for calling today’s markup of this his-
toric resolution. You have insisted, with my full support, that our
Committee’s prerogatives be respected.

I think every Member of our Committee on both sides of the aisle
deeply appreciates it. I know we will have a lively and spirited de-
bate, both today and tomorrow.

I also support your decision to allow every Member to make an
opening statement. The question of authorizing the use of force
against Iraq is one of the most important issues that Members of
Congress will vote for, and I think every Member must be given a
full opportunity to express his views.

Let me also say at the outset, Mr. Chairman, that not only every
Member of this Committee, but every Member of Congress in both
the House and the Senate is viewed by me as a patriot whose views
are fully entitled to respectful listening; and I deeply deplore some
recent statements questioning the loyalty of some Members of Con-
gress because of their views. This is a democracy where the widest
diversion of views prevails. Our ability to express our views freely
and openly and without anybody questioning our loyalty or patriot-
ism is critical.
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The compromise resolution we are considering today is the prod-
uct of true patriotism and statesmanship shown by the bipartisan
leadership. In particular, I applaud Democratic Leader Gephardt
for the pivotal role he played in shaping and, indeed, dramatically
strengthening the original resolution which was before us. And I
urge all of my colleagues to join me in strongly supporting this res-
olution, as crafted and agreed to by the bipartisan leadership.

Mr. Chairman, Saddam Hussein and his weapons of mass de-
struction, both the ones he possesses and the ones he is in the proc-
ess of developing, pose an intolerable military threat to the United
States, to our friends and to our allies, to Iraq’s neighbors and in-
deed to the Iraqi people.

In 1981, our ally, Israel, spotted the growing danger posed by
Saddam Hussein and attacked Iraq’s Osiraq nuclear reactor. Had
that action not been taken and had Saddam Hussein been allowed
to develop nuclear weapons, the United States and our coalition
partners would have undoubtedly faced a horrendously difficult de-
cision 10 years ago.

Had we gone to war, we would have suffered vastly more casual-
ties than was in fact the case during the Gulf War, or conceivably,
if Iraq’s possession of nuclear weapons would have prevented mili-
tary action, we would now see Saddam Hussein controlling the oil
resources, not only of Iraq but also Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and the
oil-rich sheikdoms of the Gulf. He would be controlling well over
half of the oil resources of the world.

With Iraq again on the verge of developing nuclear weapons, we
again must take action. Such action is necessary to prevent Sad-
dam Hussein from making a mockery of the United Nations, of the
United States, and indeed the entire international community.
Enough is enough.

Saddam Hussein had 11 years to live up to the commitments he
assumed after his defeat in the Persian Gulf War. He now must
be stopped before he continues developing his arsenal of weapons
of mass destruction or before those weapons fall into the hands of
terrorists who might be targeting the United States. There is little
time to lose.

Now is the time, Mr. Chairman, for the United States to confront
this challenge and to seize this opportunity. It is also the time for
the United Nations to rise to the occasion and to live up to its
founders’ expectations by enforcing the resolution Saddam Hussein
has systematically flouted. I call upon Russia, China and France,
and indeed all members of the U.N. Security Council to join the
United Kingdom and the United States in compelling Iraq’s compli-
ance with its assumed obligations.

If we are convinced of Saddam Hussein’s intention to develop and
use weapons of mass destruction, we must disarm him before he
becomes stronger and before he becomes a full-fledged nuclear
power. Postponing this painful action will only increase the danger
and increase the price of the inevitable bloodshed.

Saddam’s dictatorship, Mr. Chairman, is the antithesis of the de-
mocracy we desire and we must promote in the Middle East. If
Saddam is removed from power, we must ensure that his regime
is gradually replaced by a democratic order.
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We cannot be content to see Saddamism without Saddam. A
democratic Iraq surely would change the Middle East’s strategic
calculus, and would send a powerful message of deep hope to Arabs
throughout the region living currently under all totalitarian re-
gimes.

Mr. Chairman, I fervently hope that Saddam can be disarmed
through the inspection process which may commence in a few
weeks, and I earnestly pray that war can be avoided.

I am among the handful of Members of this Committee and in-
deed of this Congress who experienced the horrors of both ground
war and air war for protracted periods of time. I know all too well
the painful human cost of war, which must be avoided. But I am
also aware of the unbearable costs of the price of appeasement, be-
cause the price of appeasement is greater destruction, greater suf-
fering and an infinitely greater loss of innocent life. Had Hitler’s
regime been taken out in a timely fashion, the 51 million innocent
people who lost their lives during the Second World War would
have been able to finish their normal life cycles.

Mr. Chairman, if we appease Saddam Hussein, we will stand hu-
miliated before both humanity and history. We are all deeply com-
mitted on this Committee and in this Congress to protecting U.S.
national security interests, to promoting peace worldwide and to
authorizing the use of armed force in pursuit of those ends only as
the very last resort. All among us weigh our words and cast our
votes in these momentous days in accordance with the dictates of
our conscience, and we are therefore deserving of each other’s re-
spect.

It is in this spirit, Mr. Chairman, that I welcome today’s debate
and look forward to the views of all of my colleagues.

Chairman HYDE. I thank you, Mr. Lantos.

The Chair is going to request, since it is my intention that every-
body have an opportunity to make an opening statement, that the
time constraints of 5 minutes be respected. And if you watch up at
the desk, you will see a yellow light; then you can try to bring your
remarks to a close.

I do not mean this remark as a correction for Mr. Lantos, be-
cause he is the Ranking Democrat, and he speaks for his party as
well as himself.

But we have many hours of opening statements if everybody uses
their 5 minutes, and so I would respectfully ask you to be mindful
of time constraints.

Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GiLMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I will heed your ad-
monition.

And I commend Chairman Hyde for bringing this historic resolu-
tion before our Committee today in such a timely manner.

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, I fully support the President in his
efforts to demand Iraqi compliance with the previously adopted
U.N. resolutions. Since expelling U.N. inspectors from Iraq, Sad-
dam Hussein has had 4 years to rebuild and rearm his country’s
weapons stockpiles.

It is imperative that a united front take his threats seriously,
and take preventive action against the tyranny of the Iraqi Govern-
ment to disarm before any events of September 11th are repeated.
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By not taking decisive action to require Iraq to comply with U.N.
Security Council resolutions, relevant to its programs aimed at de-
veloping weapons of mass destruction, risks perverse political and
legal consequences. It would suggest that an outlaw state has only
to engage in a diplomatic war of attrition to be able to be released
from its legal obligations and be freed from the threat of military
action to enforce compliance with international law.

Saddam’s continued breaches of those resolutions constitute a
real threat to our Nation and to other nations in that region, and
to our interests in that part of the world, a threat that we must
no longer ignore. If Saddam is allowed to retain and expand his
possession of weapons of mass destruction, of chemical and biologi-
cal weapons, even if they are unable to threaten the U.S. by con-
ventional means, will make it exceedingly difficult to respond to fu-
ture acts of Iraqi aggression.

In the same manner that we respond to Saddam Hussein’s con-
tinued threats, we must be fully committed to the reconstruction
of Iraq as a unified democratic state.

Chairman HYDE. The Committee will come to order. The Com-
mittee will stand in recess until the police restore order. I ask the
police to restore order.

[Recess.]

Chairman HYDE. The Committee will be in order. This is a very
serious matter, and I would appreciate order in the Committee
room.

Let Mr. Gilman finish his important statement.

Mr. GiLMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

In the same manner that we respond to Saddam Hussein’s con-
tinued threats, we must be fully committed to the reconstruction
of Iraq as a unified democratic state in the event that a military
strike topples Saddam Hussein.

And I want to thank my colleagues for their patience, and thank
you, Mr. Chairman. I regret we had the interruption.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you very much.

Mr. Berman of California.

Mr. BERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t have a prepared
opening statement, but I just wanted to make a couple of points.

It is probably no surprise that I am a supporter of this resolu-
tion. Ironically, to the extent there is a chance that the issue of
Saddam’s weapons of mass destruction can be dealt with and can
be disarmed without the use of force, I believe—somewhat
counterintuitively and ironically—that it comes from a strong bi-
partisan, bicameral show of support for providing this Administra-
tion with the authorization contained in this resolution. Because
whatever people want to say, the fact is, the issue of meaningful,
comprehensive inspections on demand—unfettered, unlimited by
Saddam’s continuous evasions, denials and lies—has not been on
the world’s agenda or on the Security Council agenda until such
time as this issue has risen to this level. And I believe that we
should play this card out all the way.

I am skeptical that his disarmament can come through inspec-
tions, but like Mr. Gephardt has said and like the President is now
saying, I think it is right to exercise all diplomatic options first.
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I just want to make a couple of points. I truly believe that
Saddam’s arsenal of weapons of mass destruction is worse than we
know. He has more than we can prove. He is closer to achieving
what he wants than we think. And the reason I say that is, every
time this has occurred in the past, we have learned that.

I will never forget that our own briefings from our own intel-
ligence agencies in the late 1980s and 1990 indicated that, at best,
Saddam had a primitive nuclear weapons program that was years
away from fruition. And it wasn’t until after the Gulf War that our
inspectors, somewhat serendipitously, learned and discovered clear
evidence that he was within 6 months to 1 year from having nu-
clear weapons.

So I go into this believing, perhaps as an article of faith, but
based on past indications, that he has worse than we know of. I
think we are headed to a confrontation with him on this issue if
we cannot deal with it through the inspection regime sooner or
later. And I believe, for America and for the world and for the Iraqi
people, the costs in life and in devastation and in destruction and
in economic costs will be less dealing with it sooner than procrasti-
nating and postponing it until later. And I think that also should
factor into our thinking in terms of timing.

And to my Democratic colleagues in the House who are strug-
gling with this issue, I would like to make a couple of points very
specifically addressed to you.

We talk now about preemptory strikes and unilateral action. It
wasn’t but a few years ago that we were asked to give authoriza-
tion for air strikes in Kosovo against the Yugoslav regime, notwith-
standing the fact that there was no U.N. Security Council resolu-
tion, and could not be one for the Russians were sure to veto it.
Notwithstanding the fact that the national security threat to us
there, such as it was, was clearly less than what Iraq’s arsenal of
weapons of mass destruction relates to the region. And to us now—
a country, Iraq, led by a war criminal even more brutal than
Milosevic, with far greater U.N. security interests and far greater
threats to the stability of the international system than was posed
there—but we Democrats overwhelmingly voted for that authoriza-
tion to use force at that time.

The second point in this area that I want to make

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. BERMAN. All right.

Chairman HYDE. If you want another few seconds.

Mr. BERMAN. Thirty seconds to make, if I may, to make this
point. Talk to the Clinton Administration security people—dJim
Steinberg, Deputy Director of the NSA; Richard Holbrooke, U.N.
Ambassador; and probably the Secretary of State if Florida had
turned out differently Martin Indyk, the author of the dual contain-
ment strategy, and Assistant Secretary for Near East Affairs; Ken
Pollack, the Iraqi specialist at the NSC working in implementing
the containment policies; Walter Slocombe, Deputy Secretary of the
Department of Defense.

Nearly every one of the Clinton Administration people directly
involved in Iraq policy, State Department, NSC or Defense Depart-
ment thinks that this is the right decision, a “yes” vote on this au-
thorization both to maximize our chances of pursuing a successful




6

diplomatic policy through the Security Council or, in the alter-
native, to deal with something that we have to deal with.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa, Mr. Leach.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As all Members know,
this resolution involves a difficult set of decisions that neither the
Congress nor the executive can duck. And anyone who is not con-
flicted in their judgments isn’t thinking seriously.

For myself, I have enormous regard for the President and great
respect for his foreign policy advisors, but I have come to the con-
clusion that this resolution misfits the times and the cir-
cumstances. There may be a case for regime change, but not for
war against Iraq and its people.

Because time is brief, I would like to emphasize three points.
First, given the events of 9/11, a doctrine of preemption has a mod-
icum of legitimacy. But the greater our power, the more important
it is to use it with restraint. Otherwise, it will be seen as hubristic,
with a strong prospect of counterproductive ramifications. Engag-
ing in war the wrong way can too easily jeopardize the underlying
conflict against terrorism and undercut core American values and
leadership around the world.

Two, there are many so-called end-game elements that have not
been adequately addressed. They range from the dilemma of street
combat, to problems of postwar government governance, to world-
wide Muslim reaction.

Three and most profoundly, this resolution is based on a mis-
understanding of modern science as it applies to weapons of war.
The assumption is that there is a compelling case to preempt a nu-
clear weapons program. But what is underestimated is the volume
and the danger of the biological agents Saddam possesses and the
nature of his likely response to outside intervention.

The tactical assumption is that Saddam will be on the defensive
with an American-British attack. But, the likelihood is that, as
troubling as end-game problems are, the beginning conflict issues
may be the most difficult ever confronted in the region and possibly
in all of modern warfare.

When a cornered tyrant is confronted with a use-or-lose option
with weapons of mass destruction and is isolated in the Arab world
unless he launches a jihad against Israel, it is not hard to imagine
what he will choose. Israel has never faced a greater challenge to
its survival. The likelihood is that weapons of mass destruction, in-
cluding biological agents, will be immediately unleashed in the
event of Western intervention in Iragq.

In the Gulf War, Saddam launched some 40 SCUD missiles
against Israel, none with biological agents. Today, he has mobile
libs, tons of such agents, and an assortment of means to deliver
them.

It is true that his stockpiles could be larger in years to come. But
Members must understand that the difference between a few and
a few hundred tons of anthrax or plagues may not be quantum.
These are living organisms that can multiply; they endanger the
region and, potentially, the planet.

We used to have a doctrine of MAD, mutually assured destruc-
tion, between the United States and the USSR. No one seriously
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contemplated aggression because of the consequences. Today, for
the first time in human history, we have a doctrine of mutually as-
sured destruction between two smaller countries, Iraq and Israel,
one with biological weapons, the other nuclear.

The problem is that British and American intervention could eas-
ily trigger an Iraqi biological attack on Israel, which could be met
by a nuclear response. Not only would we be the potential precipi-
tating actor, but our troops could be caught in crosswinds and cross
fire.

This is a circumstance we should pack from. Thank you.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Ackerman, the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, on the subject of Iraq, there is
really no question about any of the facts the President has cited
in making the case for urgent action against the threat posed by
the current Iraqi regime. Only the deliberately obtuse can doubt
that Saddam Hussein is a murderous, rapacious dictator with an
addiction to aggression and a long record of gross miscalculations.
Since seizing power and killing all of his domestic rivals, Saddam
has spent the entirety of his rule committing acts of gross,
unproved aggression, preparing for war, or brutalizing his own
countrymen.

There is also no question about Iraq’s appetite for weapons of
mass destruction. The single question we must answer, the single
decision from which all other decisions will naturally descend is,
what to do about this threat. It is grave, it is immediate, and it
will not satisfactorily resolve itself without action.

We cannot simply hope that Saddam Hussein will be deterred.
He has shown himself to be in inveterate and dangerous gambler.
We cannot simply hope that Saddam will not share weapons of
mass destruction technology with terrorists. We all know al-Qaeda
elements have already been at work soliciting Iraqi aid in this
field. We cannot simply hope that U.N. inspectors will root out
Saddam’s weapons of terror. We know he has defeated inspections
for 10 years and is prepared to risk his regime to preserve them.

Mr. Chairman, hope is not a plan, nor is hope a method that we
can depend upon to ensure our national security. I believe that we
all want a nonviolent resolution to this problem, and I believe that
authorizing the President to use force, if necessary, is the best way
to preserve that option. But if we must use force, then the central
issue, to my mind, is how to secure the greatest and broadest inter-
national endorsement for our proposed course of action.

Mr. Chairman, since World War II, the United States on the
basis of broad, bipartisan consensus has been leading the world
through the creation of a system of international security based on
shared norms and institutions. The international order our Nation
has established and sustained since the Presidencies of Roosevelt,
Truman and Eisenhower, the so-called Pax Americana, has suc-
ceeded for decades because it has been perceived internationally as
legitimate and not just self-interested, the peace of the Americans,
not the peace for the Americans.

The idea that we are all in this together has enabled our country
to lead for decades without any significant backlash. The key ques-
tions that remain are about the international order and our rela-
tionship with the rest of the world. The President’s speech to the



8

U.N. seemed to be the first public step in our effort to build a coali-
tion. I hope it will not be the last.

A preventive war devoid of any sort of international consensus is
not a precedent that we want to establish. Our Nation used to refer
to that kind of project as aggression. Like it or not, we will need
the international community, when and if the time comes for the
reconstruction of Iraq. Beyond Iraq, we will continue to need inter-
national support for the war on terror. We cannot scorn inter-
national concerns and reservations without lasting harm to our
larger and longer-term objectives.

While I am prepared to endorse the President’s request for au-
thorization to use force to respond to the threat posed by Iraq, I
continue to have grave reservations about the Administration’s
complete failure to explain what an unsupported war on Iraq will
do to our efforts to establish a stable global order. I continue to
have grave concerns about the Administration’s complete failure to
explain how an unsupported war in Iraq will advance international
cooperation in the war on terror. And I continue to have grave con-
cerns about the Administration’s complete failure to explain how
we will have help restore a post-Saddam Iraq to the family of na-
tions.

I have grave concerns about those who claim the flag which
enwraps them as their exclusive province, seeking to hold patriot-
ism and nationalism as theirs alone in an attempt to inoculate
themselves against criticism and to stifle debate. These are tactics
and tools of Saddam Hussein. And if we adopt them, he wins.

Mr. Chairman, I will support the resolution. But I fear that de-
feating Iraq and deposing Saddam are likely easier than repairing
a potential breach in the international perceptions about our Na-
tion’s intentions and values.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you.

The gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Burton.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t think anybody
in the Congress wants war. But, you know, if history doesn’t teach
us anything, it teaches us that an appeasement, as Mr. Lantos
said, simply doesn’t work.

Winston Churchill, prior to World War II, was a lone voice in the
wilderness talking about the threats that faced them; and nobody
listened. And as a result, war ensued, Hitler wasn’t stopped short
of moving into Poland and moving throughout Europe, and 50 mil-
lion people died.

Now, I don’t know that that is going to be the case in this par-
ticular situation, but the fact of the matter is, you know, Saddam
Hussein does have chemical and biological weapons, maybe not as
many as he will have in a few years, but he has them.

How many does it take? How much does it take to kill a bunch
of people? How much does it take to kill more people than Sep-
tember 11th did? Do we wait?

What if we wait, and he does develop a nuclear weapon shortly,
and he does use it, and he does Kkill a lot of people—50,000, 10,000,
5,000—or he uses biological and chemical weapons. What do we say
to our kids and grandkids after those things have happened? Why
didn’t you do something, Dad? Grandpa, why didn’t you do some-
thing before that happened?
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In my opinion, we have to preempt this sort of thing from hap-
pening.

We have to send a very strong message to Saddam Hussein and
to all of the terrorists and would-be terrorists in the world that
there is going to be a terrible price to pay if you start using ter-
rorist tactics throughout this world. And I think that that is a sig-
nal that we have to send very quickly.

Now, when we talk about Israel, as one of my colleagues just
did—I just got back from Israel. I talked to Shimon Perez, the For-
eign Minister. I talked to Benjamin Netanyahu and others, as
members of our CODEL did. And the Likud and Labor Parties all
agree that they have to do something now.

They are passing out gas masks, and they have asked us to give
them inoculations against the kinds of diseases that they might
face. So they know what the threat is; they are right next door. But
the one thing that they say that they can’t wait on is for Iraq and
Saddam Hussein to develop nuclear weapons, because once he does
that, they have no defense, and they will be destroyed if he
launches them with a nuclear device.

So Israel is on board. They are the ones that are threatened first,
as my colleague just said. They know what the threat is; they know
what has to be done. It is my opinion that if we want to stop the
terrorist activity in this world, if we want to send a very strong sig-
nal, then we must act and we must act quickly.

These centrifuges—according to the intelligence people I talked
to in Israel, the centrifuges that they use to develop nuclear weap-
ons are no larger than a refrigerator. Iraq is a big country. You can
hide these things all over the place. And so, if you send these in-
spectors in there, they will never find them if they get there and
do have the ability to look around.

Saddam Hussein has used chemical weapons on his people in his
own country, on the people in countries right next to him, and he
will use anything at his disposal if we let him.

It is my opinion that we have to act and act quickly. That is why
I support this resolution.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from American Samoa, Mr.
Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling this meeting or hearing to
mark up the proposed resolution, to determine whether the Con-
gress will grant the President the authority to utilize military
forces, if necessary, to protect our national security as well as the
security of the Middle Eastern region.

I admit, the proposal or revised resolution now before our Com-
mittee for consideration is indeed an improvement from that pro-
posed previously by the Administration. And I certainly want to
thank the gentleman from California, Mr. Lantos, for making em-
phasis of the fact that each one of us here as a Member of the Com-
mittee is never to question the integrity and the patriotism of each
other in terms of whatever decisions that we will make as a Mem-
ber of this Committee regarding this resolution. But—out of our
own personal consciences we will make that decision, but never
question the patriotism of anyone here in this Committee.
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Mr. Chairman, when Secretary Powell appeared before our Com-
mittee about a weak ago, I raised a couple of questions with Sec-
retary Powell.

One, if and when the time comes, if the United States will de-
clare war against Saddam Hussein, will the President or the Ad-
ministration take all necessary military action to win this war and
nothing less?

Secretary Powell’s response was a firm “yes.”

Mr. Chairman, for those of us who served in Vietnam, I don’t
want another Vietnam, with half-baked plans and policies where
enemy soldiers can shoot at you, but you can’t shoot back.

I also asked Secretary Powell if our Nation is prepared to take
up additional responsibility with the consequences of a post-Iraq
takeover, where millions of refugees from Iraq are going to severely
impact the social and economic conditions of other Arab nations, let
alone the tremendous costs that will be borne, presumably pri-
marily by our own Nation.

Secretary Powell’s response was, again, “yes.”

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Iowa has just shared with us
the same concerns that I also have. I do not believe that our ability
to have a preemptive strike capability is going to prevent Saddam
Hussein from releasing the horrors of all of the biological and
chemical—tons of biological and chemical agents that he has in his
possession.

I am torn about what we did in Vietnam, and I am torn again
of what we are going to do—we are about to do, if we do it—against
Iraq. I am torn of what will happen to the good citizens of Israel.
And again, as the gentleman from Iowa has shared with us this
afternoon, the losers of this war are going to be Israel and Iraq,
the people of Israel and Iraq.

I want to say that I do support the resolution. Reluctantly, I sup-
port the resolution. I feel that we need to move forward with this
action in this Committee, but at the same time, I want to share
with the Members of this Committee my concerns. I sincerely hope
to God that we will be able to resolve those problems that I have
raised.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you.

The gentleman from California, Mr. Gallegly.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I support this resolution. I want to commend Speaker Hastert
and Minority Leader Gephardt for working in a bipartisan manner
with the White House to develop what I believe to be a very strong
and balanced resolution.

I also want to commend you and Mr. Lantos for scheduling this
markup, which will allow this Committee to carry out its rightful
role in shaping United States foreign policy.

September 11th has tragically taught us the price of not acting
when faced with a clear and present danger; and there should be
no doubt that today we face a clear and present danger in the form
of weapons of mass destruction in the possession of Saddam Hus-
sein.

We know, after the 1991 liberation of Kuwait, Iraq unequivocally
agreed to eliminate its nuclear, biological and chemical weapons
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programs, and agreed to allow international weapons inspectors to
ensure that that be accomplished. But, as we all know, Iraq has
willfully and in direct violation of its own agreements, thwarted
over and over again the efforts of the U.N. inspectors to find and
destroy these weapons. This can only mean one thing: Saddam in-
tends to hold onto these weapons and use them at the appropriate
time and in the manner he deems necessary.

As early as 1998, U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan, in a letter
to the Security Council, stated,

“No one can doubt or dispute that Iraq’s refusal to honor its
commitments under the Security Council resolutions regarding
its weapons of mass destruction constitutes a threat.”

That remains even more true today in light of the new efforts of
global terrorism.

Today, the threat to the national security of the United States
and to international peace and security continues to grow. It is es-
pecially serious because we know that Saddam supports terrorist
organizations such as al-Qaeda; and he could very well be working
with their agents this very moment, as we speak, developing the
expertise to use chemical and biological weapons against the U.S.
and others.

In 1991, in the aftermath of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, I led
a group of our colleagues in the House in introducing a resolution
authorizing then-President Bush to use all necessary means to
force Iraq from Kuwait. There were dissenters who felt that we
should not go to war, but in the end we were proven right.

In 1998, I strongly supported the House resolution which de-
clared Iraq to be in breach of its international obligations and
which urged the President to take appropriate actions to bring Iraq
into compliance. But significant penalties for noncompliance were
not invoked. So here we are, back again, confronting the same seri-
ous issue, and with not an inch of change in Saddam’s attitude or
actions.

Mr. Chairman, this time around we must have an absolute com-
mitment not to allow Saddam Hussein to have chemical or biologi-
cal weapons anymore. But the enforcement of Security Council res-
olutions this time must include significant penalties for noncompli-
ance which are immediate and automatic.

The resolution we are debating today is forceful in that we again
give the President the authority to use whatever means necessary,
including force, to rid Iraq of its weapons of mass destruction. But
this resolution is balanced in that it encourages the President to
pursue diplomatic avenues to achieve international support for en-
forcing U.N. mandates. And, it provides an important role for the
U.S. Congress.

I believe the gravity of this issue mandates that we act now to
give the President the tools he should have to deal with this threat.
The potential terror that weapons of mass destruction in the hands
of a madman present to the world must be addressed and must be
addressed decisively.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to support this resolution,
and I yield back the balance of my time.
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Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Menen-
dez.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, as one with a particularly strident aversion to the
abuses of dictators of any stripe or ideology, I have thought long
and hard about this resolution. But I am seriously troubled by the
Administration’s, in my view, inability, whether in public or in pri-
vate, to give this Congress and the American people, a reason.
What is the compelling reason, why now, this time, this moment,
the United States—maybe, very well unilaterally—should go to war
in Iraq?

I listened to the distinguished Secretary of State before this
Committee last week make a series of statements, as the President
did before the United Nations. Those statements were all about
Iraq and Saddam Hussein’s violation of the United Nation’s resolu-
tions in the past.

And, yes, those statements are true. But they were true when
President Bush took office nearly 2 years ago, and they were true
prior to President Bush taking office.

This is not about, I would hope, avenging the potential risk
against, you know, a former President’s life. This is about sending
young men and women into harm’s way. This is about making a
compelling case as to why the national interests of the United
States, the national security of the United States, right now, has
an imminent clear and present danger against it.

To talk about all of the resolutions that have been violated in the
past does not make the compelling case right now.

Does Saddam Hussein have biological and chemical weapons?
Yes. Did he have them 2 years ago when President Bush took of-
fice? Yes. Did he have them before that? Yes.

Does he seek nuclear weapons? Yes. Does he have it at this
point? From everything that I have heard, no. Did he want it 2
years ago? Yes. Was he trying to accomplish it? Yes.

Do we have any sense whatsoever now that he has a plan to
strike against us as a country, or our interests abroad, our embas-
sies or our troops or our allies? Not that I have seen.

And so why, all of a sudden in September, did Iraq become, and
Saddam Hussein become, the central concentration of this Adminis-
tration?

After September 11th, who did we pursue? We pursued Osama
bin Laden, and we pursued al-Qaeda. They were the number one
threat to the national security of the United States. I remember
President Bush said, “Wanted, dead or alive, Osama bin Laden.”
We don’t even know what has happened to him.

And al-Qaeda, we don’t even hear anymore about the fight
against that effort, which I think is very important, and I think
that is a clear and present and imminent danger to the security of
the United States. Yet we hear nothing about that.

We are talking about a series of issues here which we have not
had answers to. If you are talking about regime change, which is
what this Administration continually says, that means removing
Saddam Hussein, not just merely his chemical and biological weap-
ons. And when you have told him that upfront, he is more likely
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to use his chemical and biological weapons against our troops and
our allies, which he did not do in the Gulf War.

What is our post-Saddam view? What are our plans?

I asked the Secretary of State that. He didn’t have an answer for
that. With Kurds and Shi’ites, how long are we going to be in Iraq?
And what is the cost, a couple of hundred billion dollars? And what
is the exit strategy, which I have often heard many of my col-
leagues cite in the past when President Clinton had military initia-
tives? What is the exit strategy. I haven’t even heard what that
exit strategy is.

And when and if they fire against Israel, this administration in
Israel has spoken quite differently about this than in the past.
What are the consequences there and the rest of the Middle East?
What are the consequences to Musharraf in Pakistan? Can he
withstand it? If not, you have fundamentalists having access to nu-
clear weapons.

And where is our ability to keep an international effort in this
regard, both in the fight against al-Qaeda and then in the fight for
disarming Saddam Hussein?

None of these questions have been answered. There has been no
clear and compelling evidence presented to this Committee, or to
Members in private—in intelligence briefings—to say that some-
thing is different today than it was 2 years ago when President
Bush took office, or before that.

So I really have concerns of, how did this become, suddenly, the
imminent threat to the United States? And how do we continue to
prosecute a war in an economy that is down the tubes, in which
you need the money to defend yourself at home and abroad?

And finally, Mr. Chairman, if, God forbid that we get involved in
this endeavor without serious answers to these questions and
something else happens in the world, I know we are the greatest
superpower, the only superpower left in the world, but we are not
omnipotent. How will we have the ability to face some other chal-
lenge in the world at the same time that we are pursing al-Qaeda
and the same time that we are pursuing Saddam Hussein? Without
answers to these questions, I think makes a very compelling case
not to be pursuing this course of action at this time.

It doesn’t mean it can’t be had at another time when a compel-
ling case is made, but I don’t see it happening at this time.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. The gentlelady from Miami, Ms. Ileana Ros-
Lehtinen.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am
proud to support this resolution, and why now? Our world changed
after September 11. I think it is an easy explanation and this is
a comprehensive measure which addresses our immediate short-
term concerns about Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction program,
our long-term priorities of assisting and facilitating regime change
in Iraq, and our overall imperative to defend our Nation and to
protect the American people by acting in accordance with our na-
tional security interests.

Much has been heard and read lately accusing the President and
his Administration of exaggerating or deceiving the American peo-
ple on the status of Iraq’s nuclear program. However, the British
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dossier detailed also Iraq’s capabilities, and the former Deputy
Chairman of the U.N. inspection team was quoted on Friday, Sep-
tember 27, as saying that the Bush Administration is, quote, in the
ballpark, end quote, with its estimate on when Iraq might possess
nuclear weapons, which is fairly soon.

The U.S. concerns about Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction pro-
gram is not a new phenomenon. As the resolution before us under-
scores, in 1998, Congress concluded that Iraq’s continuing weapons
of mass destruction programs threatened vital United States inter-
ests and international peace and security, and it urged the Presi-
dent to, quote, take appropriate action to bring Iraq into compli-
ance with its international obligations, unquote.

The situation in the last 4 years has deteriorated. There should
therefore be no question on the compelling need to act on these
grounds.

The resolution before us also relates to the goals delineated by
the President regarding regime change in Iraq. It does so by ref-
erencing the Iraq Liberation Act and the U.N. Security Council res-
olutions concerning Iraq’s repression of its civilian population.

Why should the U.S. support opposition forces in Iraq and help
facilitate transition to democratic rule in the country to replace the
oppressive Hussein regime? Because democratic governments do
not target their neighbors with weapons of mass destruction. De-
mocracies do not threaten nor seek to destabilize neighboring coun-
tries because democracies are averse to terror. They place a high
value on human life and the dignity of man. Because we should
help the Iraqi people free themselves from the subjugation and the
shackles of oppression of the Hussein regime.

Regime change in Iraq is also a compelling U.S. national security
interest and one which adheres to our country’s principles and our
commitment to help those who are suffering the most heinous
abuses under totalitarian rule. The resolution provides extensive
history on the President’s authority to use military action against
Iraq, substantiated further by U.N. Security Council resolutions
authorizing the use of all necessary means to compel Iraq to cease
its threatening activities. The actual authorization uses the same
language as the use of force resolution which passed overwhelm-
ingly a year ago.

This is a carefully crafted resolution, and I urge my colleagues
to render their full support to it.

And I yield back the balance of my time. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you. The gentleman from New Jersey,
Mr. Payne.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Over the past
few weeks, America has commenced debating the situation in Iraq
earnestly. We were offering opinions from numerous perspectives,
collecting input from constituents, conferring with fellow countries
at the United Nations and even having Members of Congress visit
Iraq firsthand. Through this very involved process, one typical of
America, we are carefully developing informed public policy regard-
ing what the United States should do with respect to Iraq. By de-
sign, we seek a policy process that is inclusive and well-reasoned.
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Throughout this process, however, Americans are in agreement
about the need to contain terrorism and weapons of mass destruc-
tion. I think we all agree with that. Several important points have
been made this past week that bear mentioning. I think former
Vice President Gore opened up the whole situation when he started
to question the timing, started to question whether we were totally
on the right track, started to question whether this regime change
first strike is where our Nation ought to be. And I think since then,
he has opened it up where other persons now stepped forth.

Senator Kennedy stated that al-Qaeda offers a threat more immi-
nent than Iraq and we wanted, as has been mentioned, Osama bin
Laden dead or alive. We are going to smoke him out, we are going
to find him, we are going to bomb him, we are going to get him
and we are still looking for him. The Senator also underscored that
our first objective should be to get U.N. inspectors back to the task,
without conditions, as Senator Kennedy said. Only when all re-
sponsible alternatives are exhausted should we discuss military ac-
tion, which poses the risk of spurring a larger conflict in the Mid-
dle East.

Further, Senator Kennedy correctly observed one’s view on how
to handle the Iraqi situation and that it should not reflect on one’s
loyalty to the United States by virtue of the position that that per-
son takes, which I think “disgraceful” was alluded to with some
U.S. Senators, many of them disabled veterans, a week or so ago.

Senator Dodd noted that international cooperation is necessary
to counter terrorism. This cooperation should not be diminished by
our unwillingness to address Iraq through multilateral channels.

Senator Feinstein questioned the immediacy of the threat posed
by Iraq and argued that there was time to build support within the
international community.

Representatives McDermott and Bonoir are so seized with the
matter they are in Iraq to gain the perspective that only an in-
country view can provide. Their presence is reinforcing the impor-
tance to the United States of unrestricted, unfettered weapons in-
spection.

Senator Breaux observed that with America so divided on this
issue a strong burden remains on the Bush Administration to dem-
onstrate the need for military action to address the threat posed by
Iragq.

All of these opinions and observations bear testimony to the be-
lief that the United States should confront the evidence on Iraq di-
rectly and should make a decision based on that information that
we have.

The Congressional Black Caucus said last weekend unanimously
that we oppose a unilateral first strike action by the United States
without a clearly demonstrated and immediate, imminent threat of
attack on the United States.

Only Congress has the authority to declare war. Every diplo-
matic option must be exhausted and a unilateral first strike would
undermine the moral authority of the United States, resulting in
substantial loss of life, destabilize the Middle East region, and un-
dermine the ability of our Nation to address our domestic prior-
ities.
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Further, any post strike plan for maintaining stability in the re-
gion would be costly and would require long-term commitments.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I think we need to very carefully
weigh this amendment and, in conclusion, we must keep our eyes
on the main objective, and this calls for communication, coopera-
tion, consensus and careful calculation.

Chairman HYDE. Thank the gentleman. The gentleman from
North Carolina, Mr. Ballenger.

Mr. BALLENGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know there are
very few of us here that were around—a couple of white haired
guys like you and me can remember a fellow by the name of Adolf
Hitler. A lot of people in those days were talking about whether he
was a threat. No, he’s not very dangerous. We don’t need to worry
about him. All of a sudden he decided he wanted Alsace-Lorraine
and he took it. Everybody said, well, you know, those are mostly
Germans anyhow, so it is really not that big a deal. A little while
later he took Austria and everybody said, well, you know they are
just Germans, too. They speak the same language, so there is noth-
ing bad there. And then he took the Sedetenland of Czechoslovakia.
And everybody said, well, you know, those are mostly Germans,
too. So we shouldn’t worry a great deal about that.

Then he took Czechoslovakia, and there was a gathering at that
time to make some kind of a decision, international decision, of
some sort, and a fellow named Chamberlain, who happened to be
the Prime Minister of Great Britain, he and his umbrella went to
Hitler and they sat down and they discussed it and he came back
with a statement that we had made a settlement that was going
to bring us peace in our time.

Most of these folks are too young to even remember or to have
been around then. I don’t know how long it was after that, but he
decided he wanted Poland. And so he and Russia cut up Poland,
and 51 million people died, and some of them were my classmates
in school. I don’t know how many people could have been saved if
Britain and France had shown the leadership that they—and their
positions at that time were somewhat similar to our position at this
time—if they had shown the leadership that was necessary and
they had been willing to stop him at Alsace-Lorraine. Obviously 51
million people would not have been killed.

And this resolution that we have, we hope that we are assisted
by the United Nations. We hope to give them a little bit of a back-
bone to be willing to speak up and step out. I personally am going
to vote for this resolution. But also I have a great deal of worry.
I have grandchildren that are boys that happen to be the proper
age that would bring forth the possibility they could be involved in
this. So it is a big decision to make. But many is the time because
we have been so lacking in leadership in this world that a lot of
people have been killed before somebody really decided to do some-
thing substantial about it.

And so thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate the oppor-
tunity.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you, Mr. Ballenger. Mr. Brown of Ohio.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I remain extremely con-
cerned about the direction this Administration is taking our Na-
tion. From the Kyoto Treaty to the International Criminal Court to
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the ABM Treaty, the Bush Administration has shown its willing-
ness to go it alone. This is a distressing trend that may have tragic
consequences if applied to Iraq. I believe, as all my colleagues do,
that Saddam Hussein poses a threat to peace unless he readmits
United Nations inspectors to root out weapons of mass destruction,
aggressive, comprehensive, thorough inspections. We must exhaust
every option to achieve our goals by diplomatic means before we
consider military action.

President Bush has stated that if the U.N. will not stop Iraq, we
will do it on our own. For years our policy in this country has been
one of containment, of deterrence, of collective security, of diplo-
macy. We contained and we deterred Stalin and the Soviets for dec-
ades. We have contained and deterred Castro and the Cubans for
40 years. We have contained and deterred China and its com-
munist expansion for 5 decades. Now this President, who lost the
popular vote, wants to radically change our decades old foreign pol-
icy, our foreign policy from containment and deterrence and collec-
tive security and diplomacy to a policy of preemptive strikes.

What does that tell the world? Does it embolden Russia to attack
Georgia to better deal with Chechnya? Does it set an international
precedent for China to go into Taiwan or to deal even more harshly
with Tibet? Does it embolden New Delhi to go to Kashmir? Does
it embolden Pakistan to go to Kashmir? Two countries with nuclear
weapons both emboldened by the example of the United States in
preemptive strikes and where that might lead the world?

The whole point of the Security Council is to prevent members
states, including veto wielding permanent members, perhaps espe-
cially veto wielding permanent members, from launching unilat-
eral, unprovoked war. Resolution 678, which authorized the Gulf
War, called explicitly for countries cooperating with the exiled Ku-
waiti royals to create a coalition to use force. No country has a uni-
lateral right to decide that Iraq has not complied with U.N. re-
quirements let alone what the U.N. response should be.

Couple of weeks ago, three retired four star generals testified in
the Senate, stating that attacking Iraq without a U.N. resolution
supporting military action could eliminate our allies, could energize
recruiting for al-Qaeda. One general actually said it would super
charge al-Qaeda recruiting and undermine our war on terrorism.
They did ask the question what happens if we win or what hap-
pens after we win because I think all of us figure that we would
if we commit our troops and our military fire power to this venture.
If we are unilaterally attacking Iraq, it means we must unilaterally
rebuild Iraq. Do we have the political commitment in this country
for 10 years of rebuilding? Do we plan to spend hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars every year for 10 years to rebuild that country? Can
we at the same time wage our war on terrorism as we use many
of our resources and many of our soldiers and many of our civilians
in Iraq rebuilding that country?

Those are difficult questions, as my friend Mr. Menendez asked
difficult questions. Those are questions to which we need answers.
I ask the President and this Congress and this Committee to slow
down, to bring in the United Nations, to do aggressive, complete,
thorough inspections and then make our decision.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time.
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Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from California, Mr. Rohr-
abacher.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, I prefer to reserve my time
and speak a little bit later, please.

Chairman HYDE. Very well. The gentlelady from Georgia, Ms.
McKinney.

Ms. McCKINNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I share the same re-
vulsion that many others have toward Saddam Hussein. We know
that he is brutal and that his regime has terrorized the Iraqi peo-
ple and people of nearby countries. There was a time not so long
ago when despite all of this we chose to allow him to be our friend.
There was a time we supplied him with chemical weapons and with
military technologies. If our Nation really cared about Iraq’s neigh-
bors, we would have never supplied him the military arsenal that
we did. And if we really cared about his people, we would have
done something to alleviate the suffering of the Kurds, who for
years have been brutalized by the Iraqi military. If we cared about
the Iraqi people, we would have done something to lift the burdens
imposed on them by the U.N. sanctions, which today have claimed
in excess of an estimated 500,000 Iraqi children.

But the truth is we didn’t really care about any of that suffering.
Madeleine Albright even said the price of 500,000 dead children
was worth it. Now, however, we claim to care. Now Saddam Hus-
sein has just become another name on a long list of other tyrants
who we once aided and abetted but who now we oppose.

But what to do? In the past, other tyrants that we have grown
tired of were assassinated like Jonas Abinde or charged with war
crimes, Slobodan Milosevic, or forced from power through U.S.-
backed uprisings like Mobutu Sesi Seko. President Bush is con-
fronted with the “what to do” question. He appears to be choosing
war to get rid of this tyrant, and of course he has to justify it. That
is the public relations part of this question.

The words “Gulf of Tonkin” have echoed around Washington this
last month, with many people concerned that the Bush Administra-
tion is now manufacturing an international crisis in order to
launch a preemptive military strike against Saddam Hussein. In
1964, there were some courageous Members of this House who
knew that the Gulf of Tonkin incident was a political ruse being
used by the Johnson Administration in order to justify the United
States going to war in Vietnam. For their courage to speak out and
resist, they suffered a tidal wave of public ridicule. And we now
know that they were right and that the Vietnam war was a monu-
mental mistake that cost the lives of some 60,000 brave young
Americans and hundreds of thousands of Vietnamese. And still we
have many Americans and Vietnamese who suffer the health ef-
fects of Agent Orange and other toxins faced on the battlefield. And
all across the American and European landscape today, veterans
still suffer from Gulf War Syndrome and exposure to depleted ura-
nium.

Will we let this President create yet another generation of vet-
erans to whom we will break our promises? I see too many of these
veterans sleeping on our streets. The President can see them, too,
if he would just look. They sleep on the sidewalks, the benches, the
heating vents just across the street from the White House.
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Mr. Chairman, do we give the President the green light to go to
war on Iraq based on evidence which many weapons experts be-
lieve to be exaggerated? Are we now turning a blind eye to another
Gulf of Tonkin type incident? Shouldn’t we trust the legal diplo-
matic means of the United Nations? Do we give the President the
green light to go to war in Iraq because it has refused to comply
with U.N. Security Council weapons inspections resolutions while
at the same time Israel refuses to comply with U.N. resolutions
with respect to the occupied territories? Do we have different
standards for different countries?

Mr. Chairman, if the Cuban missile crisis and the Gulf of Tonkin
taught us anything, they taught us the dangers of choosing the
military option over diplomatic and legal alternatives. The current
terrorist crisis confronting our Nation is so much bigger and more
complicated than this call for war in Iraq. Should we miscalculate
our military actions in Iraq? We could cause many American serv-
icemen and women to lose their lives. Needless to say, we could
also cause untold numbers of Iraqis to be killed or injured. Worse
still, instead of solving the current threat of terrorism against us,
going to war in Iraq might well make things far worse for us both
at home and abroad.

I hope and pray that we choose our options very carefully. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. I thank the gentlelady. Gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. Royce.

Mr. Royck. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank you
and I want to thank the Democratic leadership as well for its bi-
partisan work in preparing this resolution. I also want to thank
you for the Committee work on the Iraqi threat and on the ter-
rorist threat to our country in general, and I believe that those
hearings have been of great service to the American people. And
I think when we discuss what is different about Iraq, I think the
thing that drives our intent to engage on this issue and to do some-
thing about a weapons system is the fact that here we are talking
about smallpox, we are talking about nuclear capabilities, we are
talking about waiting for someone who is building a delivery sys-
tem with missiles that have greater and greater capacity over time.

I thought I would just take a minute and discuss some of the dis-
senting arguments, and I would like to start with the argument
made by some that we don’t have a right to attack Iraq, that it is
a sovereign state. And it seems to me that Saddam Hussein long
ago by his actions declared war on the United States, and I think
that is expressed in this resolution in the sense that this is a re-
gime that attempted to assassinate a former U.S. President and it
is a regime that aids and harbors terrorist organizations, terrorist
organizations that threaten the lives and security of American citi-
zens. It has long been shooting at U.S. and British planes that pa-
trol the no-fly zone over Iraq. In that sense, the Gulf War has
never ended.

And I guess to me, most importantly, when you talk to the weap-
ons inspectors, they say the strategic goal of Iraq is one thing, to
develop nuclear weapons, to develop other weapons of mass de-
struction and to get a delivery capability. Now that is what is dif-
ferent about Iraq.



20

Also, I think few argue that the state system gives a dictator cart
blanche to make war on his own people. It is justified to act against
tyranny in cases where action can be effective. It is mandatory to
act when such a tyranny poses a grave threat to our national secu-
rity, as it does in Iraq.

And to me it is strange that some of the organizations that are
the most aggressive proponents of promoting human rights abroad,
and I applaud them for that, that are proponents of intervening to
defend human rights with force, but at this time some of those
same organizations are the most vocal in opposing this Iraqi inter-
vention to defend the security of the American people.

While the hurdle must be high, the use of force can be justified
on several grounds and certainly an effort to defang an avowed
enemy working quickly to develop weapons of mass destruction is
one such justification. I would say that the Iraq threat mandates
us to act, and I can’t for the life of me imagine why we would wait
while he works on his missile delivery systems.

Lastly, the last argument is why now. Why should we act now?
Is Saddam an imminent threat? Well, last week in a hearing in
this Committee, one of our witnesses, former CIA Director Jim
Woolsey, responded to a question that I asked him and his re-
sponse was Saddam could have his first nuclear weapon within a
few months of the time he has 40 pounds of highly enriched ura-
nium, and he pointed out there are poorly guarded enriched ura-
nium facilities in Africa.

Now, I chair the Africa Subcommittee and I can tell you that un-
fortunately there are men in Africa who would sell most anything
for $5 million, and that is the street price, as there are in Central
Asia, as there are many shady characters worldwide. And there is
one individual with the cash and with the intent upon obtaining
that enriched uranium. And so I think President Bush’s National
Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice put it best when she said there
will always be some uncertainty about how quickly he can acquire
nuclear weapons but we don’t want the smoking gun to be a mush-
room cloud. I don’t want the smoking gun to be some suitcase
bomb, and after we have acted, let me say it will be incumbent
upon our country to stay the course to see that the new Iraq no
longer threatens us, and that means ridding the country of weap-
ons of mass destruction.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. ROYCE. If I could ask for 30 seconds. It also means seeing
that Iraq is a successful state, and this is our current challenge in
Afghanistan. Helping to give these two countries a chance for sta-
bility and a decent government will require a substantial U.S. com-
mitment. And given the threat to our security that these countries
pose, we must make that investment.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you. Before I recognize Mr. Wexler, 1
want to make a unanimous consent request, which has been
cleared with Mr. Lantos and he supports it. Due to the importance
of this measure and taking into consideration the necessity of
Members needing to carefully review any amendments and con-
sider their implications, I ask unanimous consent that all amend-
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ments to the pending resolution be submitted to the Clerk of the
Committee by 11 a.m. tomorrow.

Is there any objection? If not, so ordered, and the Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Wexler.

Mr. WEXLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will vote in favor of
the resolution authorizing the use of military force in Iraq because
I strongly support the policy of regime change and disarmament of
Saddam Hussein. Since the Gulf War the threats posed by Saddam
Hussein have not dissipated. They have only increased, making it
all the more clear that we should have gotten rid of him in 1991.

In the past decade, Saddam has demonstrated his contempt for
the international community, hostility toward the United States,
intent to develop weapons of mass destruction and an unbridled
willingness to use them. Given his despicable track record of ag-
gression, including the use of chemical weapons against his own
people, there is no reason to believe that he would not use biologi-
cal, chemical or nuclear warfare in the future.

Unfortunately, it has become painstakingly clear that Saddam
Hussein represents the epicenter of hostility and conflict through-
out the entire Middle East. There is no doubt in my mind that the
world would be safer without him. I would not, however, want my
support for this resolution to be misconstrued as an endorsement
of the manner in which the President has conducted our foreign
policy in Iraq. I am heartened that steps have been taken to revise
the original resolution submitted by the President to Congress that
address the concerns of the American people, including many of my
constituents in Florida who have time and again expressed their
profound reservations concerning the President’s rush to engage
military action in Iraq.

I share the deep misgivings of many Americans that President
Bush has shown poor leadership in forcing Congress to accept an
unprecedented plan for unilateral preemptive military action that
could potentially jeopardize America’s international prestige, un-
dermine our success in the war against terror, and upset the sta-
bility of the entire world.

While engagement is clearly in the best interest of the security
of the United States, I believe that American unilateral action is
a grave mistake. Just as we have united the world in the war
against terror, President Bush must make every attempt to build
support in the United Nations and among our allies for regime
change in Iraq. Ultimately, we will best achieve our goals in Iraq,
not through division and alienation, not through threats, but rath-
er through determined diplomacy and some good old-fashioned
American humbleness. This has been America’s legacy, not unilat-
eral engagement, and I would argue we owe it to our future chil-
dren, our future generations to continue along this path.

Following the changes to the resolution presented by the House
leadership this morning, it is clear that Congress has taken signifi-
cant steps to unify the Nation. Finally, we have incorporated lan-
guage in the resolution that narrows the scope of military author-
ization to Iraq and ensures that military force is the last resort.
These changes, which were originally dismissed by the President as
irrelevant to our mission of a regime change in Iraq, represent the
will of the American people for their government to proceed with
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caution and pragmatism, two elements that have been ominously
missing from the President’s demeanor and policy toward Iraq.

As I stated earlier, I will vote for this resolution before the Com-
mittee today in part because the absolute truth is the President
has handcuffed us. For all the people who contacted me to express
their reservations about supporting the President, imagine what
would happen if the Congress actually voted no, if we actually
turned the President down. President Bush would be extremely
weak in the places of the world where America needs the most
credibility in the Arab world. In the Far East, in Iran, in Sudan,
we would be weakest, we would be crippled. America wouldn’t be
able to do anything constructive with respect to the war against
terror. So I am voting yes on this resolution tonight as an Amer-
ican, not as a Democrat, not as a Republican, because I think ulti-
mately the box that the President has put us has forced us to do
one thing and one thing only, vote in the national security interest
of the United States, which means regime change in Iraq, which
means disarmament of Iragq.

But on behalf of the extraordinary history of the United States
of America, I would beg President Bush not to look at this vote to-
night, assuming he gets a good support here, presuming that a
number of Democrats will vote for this, for him not to think that
this is an endorsement of unbridled use of military force. It is not.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from New York, Mr. King.

Mr. KiNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me at the outset com-
mend you and Mr. Lantos and the bipartisan leadership of the
House of Representatives for working so closely with the President
to bring about this resolution. Let me commend President Bush
and his Administration for the tremendous leadership they have
shown in turning around a policy of inaction and malaise, which
allowed Saddam Hussein to remain in this position for so long.

I also want to commend the President for having the courage and
the foresight that America’s interest should always be first, even
if it involves preemption, such as when Israel launched a preemp-
tive attack against Iraq 20 years ago, and thank God they did; such
as President Kennedy, when he actually brought about an act of
war and instituted a blockade against Cuba, against missiles which
were not operational and posed no immediate threat to the United
States. Yet President Kennedy had the foresight and the courage
to realize that America must take strong action even if it is not al-
ways popular with certain elements of the media or certain opinion
makers who think that Americans should always follow rather
than lead.

I also, Mr. Chairman, must say it is not often that I turn to the
Washington Post for advice or for direction, but I think their edi-
torial today entitled “A Shallow Disagreement” really sets forth the
debate and sets forth the parameters of the debate very clearly. It
makes reference to certain speeches that were made in recent
weeks being critical of President Bush’s policy. And the Wash-
ington Post, certainly no friend to President Bush, said the one
striking feature of the criticism of President Bush’s Iraq policy is
the absence of suggested alternatives. It says that the critics of
President Bush, these leading Democrats, argue in effect the Presi-
dent should do exactly what he is doing only don’t do it now or not
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so fast. And it points out that this paradoxical position is the log-
ical outcome of a decade of failure in dealing with Iraq. President
Bush, the editorial goes on to say, has simply insisted that the
United States and the United Nations act on long accepted conclu-
sions about Saddam Hussein.

Critics both here and abroad tend to respond by reaffirming the
principles while arguing that the old policy of “head in the sand”
neglect is preferable. Mr. Chairman, we had too much “head in the
sand” policy toward Iraq over the period of 8, 9, 10 years. The fact
is that the critics have no other course to offer. They talk about
process. They talk about style. But the fact is we are only in a posi-
tion right now with the U.N. Security Council even considering a
resolution and they are only doing that because of the leadership
President Bush has shown.

Thank God, we do have people who can reach across party lines,
people such as Senator Lieberman, who said very clearly that we
can conduct a war against al-Qaeda, a war which is going very
well, a war that is going far better than critics said it would a year
ago, and also carry out if we have to attacks against Saddam Hus-
sein. America is strong enough to walk and chew gum at the same
time. Thank God, we have a President who is bringing this to-
gether. Thank God, we have Members of this House and the Senate
who are willing to put aside partisan differences and stand with
the President and vote for this resolution.

But I would say that we do vote for the resolution and we do go
forward. It is not enough to do it reluctantly because we have to
assume that any war—there is no such thing as an easy war, that
any war can be difficult and there can be difficult times and it is
not going to serve any purpose to go into this sort of grudgingly
and then if things go bad or we have some rough moments, then
say I told you this wasn’t the right way to do it.

If we are going to go in, we have to go in. If we are going to vote
for this resolution, we have to vote for it. We have to stand with
the President and we have to stand with our Armed Forces and we
can’t be making excuses before we go in. We can’t be critical of the
process. We have to support the goal, we have to support the end,
and the end is the elimination of weapons of mass destruction. If
that involves a regime change, then we have to do it.

In 1998, this Congress voted for a regime change. President Bush
believes the words have meaning. If that resolution is going to
mean anything, if a policy is going to mean anything, we have to
go forward. We can’t be bound by those in other parts of the world
who wouldn’t agree. The Europeans wanted to take no action
against Bosnia. I gave President Clinton credit at the time for tak-
ing the action by forcing the Europeans back in Bosnia and Kosovo.
If we waited for other countries to finish their debating, to circulate
petitions and resolutions through the European Parliament, noth-
ing would ever get done.

We have to assert leadership. President Bush is doing that. I am
proud to support him and am especially proud to support this reso-
lution this evening.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from New York, Mr. Engel.

Mr. ENGEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to say at the out-
set that I was here in 1991, I guess the majority of the Members
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of this Committee were not here in 1991, when we debated the Per-
sian Gulf War and Operation Desert Storm. In 1991, I supported
giving then President Bush the authorization and I will support
the current President Bush in what he is trying to do today and
will vote for the resolution.

I must say in all honesty, though, I feel less comfortable today
than I did in 1991. Saddam Hussein is a terrible guy. It has been
said by a lot of our colleagues. He has weapons of mass destruction
and regime change, disarmament, whatever it is, he deserves it.
The world will be much better off without him, and that is why we
really need to support this resolution in ensuring that he complies
with the U.N. resolutions and everything that he needs to do. I
must tell you for me, after September 11, as a New Yorker, the
equation changed, the old Cold War deterrence and containment
philosophies no longer apply. We have to be proactive, and if pre-
emption is something we need to do, then we need to do it.

I agree that we have to do what is in our best interest for our
Nation, for our Nation’s survival, for the survival of our allies, for
the survival of the world. But if, indeed, our main thrust, as well
as it should be, is in fighting terrorism and in fighting al-Qaeda
and those who would conduct terrorism, then it seems to me that
frankly there are other regimes in the Middle East that are far
more dangerous in terms of supporting terrorism than Iraq. Iran
and Syria are two that come to mind, and I have some questions
as to how Iraq got pushed to the top of the list.

I have some questions, frankly, about the timing. I have heard,
I have read, we have been briefed, I really question at this time
why it is right now that is so important. Why not 3 months ago,
why not 3 months from now, why not 6 months from now? I really
haven’t seen anything specific that would tell us that right at this
moment we need to do this.

Having said that, though, and I think it is important to put all
the reservations up front, I think it would be a monumental mis-
take if this Congress were not to support the President in this. I
think it is very important that we show a united front and we say
to these dictators, to the people that have weapons of mass destruc-
tion, people that flaunt U.N. resolutions and are a danger to us and
our allies, that we will not tolerate it and that we are not going
to sit back and let it continue.

It was a mistake in 1991, frankly, not to finish the job. I said
so then, I will say it now. But we can’t let mistakes drive our pol-
icy. What we need to drive our policy is to ensure that weapons of
mass destruction and terror are diminished, and again I want to
emphasize that after September 11 the equation changed. And I
think that in our interest, whether it is Kosovo, whether it is fight-
ing terrorism, whether it is ensuring peace, I make no apologies for
the United States doing what is in our best interest to protect our
citizens and to protect the world. And so I will support this resolu-
tion, but I think that those of us in Congress that are elected by
our constituents have an absolute right to ask hard and tough
questions.

I support this resolution. I won’t support a blank check, and I
think this resolution strikes the right balance. And I yield back the
balance of my time.
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Chairman HYDE. Gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Before I get into the gist
of my statement, I think we should not let go unchallenged one of
the allegations of our soon to be former colleague who alleged that
the United States is responsible for the deaths of 500,000 Iraqi
children. It is a totally bogus allegation and we have heard this al-
legation before. The deaths of any Iraqi children are the responsi-
bility, the fault of one person, and that is Saddam Hussein. It is
Saddam Hussein who has used the available resources of Iraq for
building more and more palaces under which there may well be fa-
cilities that are making weapons of mass destruction or storing
them, of using those resources for the Iraqi military, specifically
the Republican Guard, living a lavish lifestyle for him and his cro-
nies. This knee-jerk reaction by some to blame America first in my
view is disgusting.

The resolution itself deserves our support. I intend to support
this resolution. It clearly lays out the case for the use of the United
States Armed Forces against the Iraqi regime under Saddam Hus-
sein. President Bush has stated that Saddam’s continued reign
poses an unacceptable risk to the United States and that a change
in regime is essential. The President’s position I believe is logical
and it is prudent.

By all accounts the immediate threat posed by Iraq’s possession,
creation and/or acquisition of weapons of mass destruction is a sub-
stantial one. The President’s request for congressional authoriza-
tion to eliminate the threat is entirely appropriate. Saddam has al-
ready used chemical weapons against Iran and against his own
people. He has launched an ethnic cleansing campaign against the
Kurdish people, killing thousands of civilians. He has invaded Ku-
wait, and he has conducted an unprovoked missile attack on Israel.
All the while Saddam Hussein has thumbed his nose at the world
community. He has made a mockery of the United Nations resolu-
tions and has repeatedly rejected the pleas of the United States
and others to comply with the agreements he made when the
United States ceased military action against Iraq back in 1991.

Following his defeat in the Gulf War, Saddam agreed to elimi-
nate his nuclear, chemical and biological programs and end the
support of international terrorism. He has done none of those
things. We know that Iraq has worked to rebuild its weapons of
mass destruction program since international weapons inspectors
were thrown out back in 1998. We know that Saddam would like
to acquire nuclear strike capability, and many of us believe that
given that capability, he would no doubt use it against his enemies,
including and perhaps especially the United States, for which he
has shown nothing but disdain.

We also know that the Iraqi regime continues to serve as a sup-
porter and sponsor of international terrorism and that members of
al-Qaeda, the terrorist group responsible for the murder of thou-
sands of Americans on September 11 are known to be in Iraq. Sad-
dam Hussein of course praised those attacks on innocent people.
We know that Iraqi military forces continue to fire upon American
and British military aircraft as they seek to enforce the no-fly zone
in northern and southern Iraq. The Pentagon notifies us today that
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since April 1991 Iraq has fired on our coalition aircraft some 2,500
times, 406 times this year and 67 times in the last 2 weeks.

As long as Saddam Hussein remains in power, the Middle East
remains a potential powder keg and countless innocent people
throughout the world face imminent danger. Saddam has had
ample opportunity to comply with the United Nations resolutions
and rejoin the world community. He has chosen instead to remain
an international outlaw who poses a grave threat to civilization. It
is time for him to go.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of this resolution by my colleagues
on this Committee and then on the Floor, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. KING [presiding]. Gentleman from Florida, Mr. Davis.

Mr. Davis oF FLORIDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like
to direct my comments to the Members of the Committee as op-
posed to a public statement. I am reserving judgment on how I will
vote on the resolution tomorrow, but I want to comment on two
sides to this that I see.

I agree with what Congressman Wexler has said. I am very dis-
turbed at the way the President and his representatives have han-
dled this, and I detect from talking to both Democratic and Repub-
lican Members of this Committee that that is a broad and per-
sistent concern. All of us want the President to succeed in this situ-
ation because if the President does not succeed, we do not succeed
as a country.

The original argument that was presented was that there was
additional information that supported the assertion that there was
an imminent risk to this country associated with Saddam Hussein.
I reject that argument. I waited for the additional information. It
has not come. I do not believe that it exists. I think what is a truer
statement is that the Bush Administration has arrived at a well-
intentioned judgment that the standard by which the existing in-
formation we have had for some time, it should be judged by a dif-
ferent standard since 9/11.

The speech the President gave at West Point when he described
a new doctrine of preemptive attacks on other countries based on
a standard of grave and gathering danger, I do not accept that, and
I think it would be a serious error for this Congress to pass a reso-
lution that could be reasonably interpreted as supporting a pre-
emptive attack and regime change against a country in the absence
of clear and compelling evidence that that country represented an
imminent risk to our country. I don’t think that is the case we are
dealing with.

Now the reason this is not simple for me is that I do believe, as
has been said by both Democrat and Republican Members of this
Committee, that we need a credible threat of force to maximize the
chances of negotiating a successful disarmament through the
United Nations. One of the things that nobody disagrees about on
this Committee—one of the few things—is what type of person Sad-
dam Hussein is to his own people, to us and to anybody in the
world, and this is a person that only understands force, unfortu-
nately. So I do believe that it is important that we consider how
we might write a resolution that provides a credible threat of force.
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And as Congressman Wexler said, we need to think about the im-
plications of voting against that.

I would not choose this as the time to vote, but unfortunately we
do not have that choice. It is important to me that any resolution
I would choose to support is painfully clear that the goal here is
disarmament. As the Carnegie people have said, ultimately regime
change may be the means by which we have to achieve disar-
mament. But I think the goal here is disarmament. I think it is
very important we continue to work through the U.N. in good faith.
I do not think the Bush Administration has taken steps that rep-
resent the level of good faith I would have liked. I think it mostly
has been a contradiction between different representatives. It de-
pends upon whether the Secretary of State has been speaking or
members of the Defense Department.

One of our jobs is to try to arrive at a clear single voice on this
issue. This resolution must be perfectly clear that we should ex-
haust every conceivable opportunity at the United Nations. We do
not need to rush through that because I don’t believe it is an immi-
nent risk, and force should be the last resort.

The last thing I want to say is to urge everybody on the Com-
mittee to take the time this evening to review the Lugar-Hagel-
Biden proposal because I think there may be some things in there
that we would like to add by way of amendment tomorrow in this
Committee to match this resolution more closely to the best things,
the most honorable and noble things the President has said as far
as what our intentions ought to be as a country in building a coali-
tion and, as was said earlier, using force only as a last resort. That
is the kind of strength I want to be remembered for, as somebody
who is so powerful they used their force only when they had to and
the threat of that force helped us achieve peace.

Those are my views today, and I look forward to working with
you tomorrow in trying to craft a better resolution. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. KING. Gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Tancredo.

Mr. TANCREDO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t know if there
are many other issues that I have looked at for as long as I have
looked at this one, studied as much as I have studied this one, and
still feel as conflicted as I do about this one. I in a way envy those
of my colleagues who are here and have spoken so adamantly and
so passionately in support of one side of this debate or the other.
They have, in fact, come to that—apparently they have come to
that conclusion in their own mind that their position merits this
very, very serious vote that they are going to take. I do not mind
telling you I am still conflicted. On the one side of the ledger that
we keep as we listen through all of this or as I did here, you have
to deal with a number of realities, one being that this conflict will
increase the threat that exists to the civil liberties in this Nation.
It will undeniably move us in the direction to reduce the number
of civil liberties that I believe all of us feel so strongly about. Cer-
tainly when we are in a fight for our lives, as we are told that this
is and I do to a large extent believe that that is true, there will
always be this balancing act we have to go through between what
is an appropriate measure—what is the appropriate balance be-
tween individual liberty and collective security. This is a constant
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dilemma for us all certainly, not just on this issue but many. But
certainly it highlights it when we come to this debate.

There is no way of assuring that the outcome of regime change
in Iraq will be definitive in the peace process. That we do not
know, that there is no one that can say what will happen after
Saddam Hussein is gone, what will happen in Iraq, what will hap-
pen to the countries surrounding it, what will happen in the Mid-
dle East. We do not know and there is no way of predicting it. We
can all hope for the best, but it is no more than that.

I worry about the establishment of a first strike precedent. This
is an enormous change in our foreign policy and our policy as a Na-
tion. It is unique. There are many ramifications to this, as has
been already identified by a number of our colleagues here. This is
scary stuff. I don’t know that all the dots have been connected for
me so that I can say that absolutely I am convinced that with Sad-
dam Hussein, the dot is here, the line goes over here to al-Qaeda,
over here to the rest of the fundamentalist Islam and the threat
that it poses to the United States. I don’t know that those dots
have been connected.

And I will tell you the other thing that has been incredibly dis-
concerting to me and that is this, that we are placed in a situation
where the action that we may be about to take in Iraq will also
ratchet up the incredible danger we are in in the United States. No
one believes Saddam Hussein—no one believes that we will lose on
the battlefield of Iraq. No one thinks so. We will win. We will cer-
tainly win on the battlefields of Iraq. The danger is not there so
much, it is there certainly but there is even a greater danger here
in the United States because of course our borders are porous, be-
cause the threat that will be posed to us by an increased activity
level in the Middle East can hardly be ignored.

How can anyone really believe—does anyone really believe that
there will not be an increased danger to the United States of people
who are infiltrating into the country for the purposes of doing us
great harm if we go to war in Iraq? Does anybody think that is not
a legitimate concern? And yet I have not heard a single person
mention that on their list of issues to be concerned about because
our borders are still certainly porous. I will have an amendment
that I will perhaps offer tomorrow to address this if it is allowed
to be offered.

Now, all this on the one side of the ledger is juxtaposed against
this: Do you believe the President of the United States? Do you be-
lieve in the veracity of the United States? And, really, almost ev-
erything we have talked about here boils down to that. Do you be-
lieve that he would actually put the men and women of this coun-
try into harm’s way for any reason other than, he feels in the bot-
tom of his heart that it is absolutely necessary for the security of
this Nation?

There have been Presidents that I would challenge that, for
whom the veracity test, I think, has failed.

Mr. KING. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. TANCREDO. Thirty seconds.

Mr. KING. Without objection.

Mr. TANCREDO. I will say that, in fact, I do believe that this
President is truthful in his desire. I believe that what he says is
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true, that the dangers are great, and therefore it probably out-
weighs everything else.

But I will tell you this, that my vote to go to war, the vote I will
take as to whether or not to send somebody else’s child to war, is
whether or not I am willing to send mine. And that is a higher
standard than I can possibly establish for anything else I do. And
so that is why it is a tough, tough vote to take.

Mr. KING. The gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Delahunt.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, when this Nation was attacked
last September 11th, the entire world responded with grief and
sympathy and anger. I remember a headline in the French news-
paper, Le Monde, the next morning which read that “Today, we are
all Americans.” From that sentiment came an international coali-
tion to defeat terrorism. The cause was just and the evidence cer-
tainly was not in dispute.

And progress has been made in the year since, yet the war
against terrorism is certainly unfinished and the threat remains.

Now the Administration is asking Congress to authorize another
war against a foe whose capacity and inclination to threaten the
United States remains a matter of guess and conjecture in a war
whose links to the present one are tenuous at best; for the truth
is, Saddam and al-Qaeda are natural enemies. One of the goals of
the Islamist revolutionaries is the destruction of secular Muslim re-
gimes such as Iraq, regimes which, according to their world view,
have corrupted Islam and are responsible for its decline.

Now, there is no question that Iraq’s acquisition of weapons of
mass destruction is a potential threat to peace and stability. But
if that is our concern, why are we focused only on Iraq? The other
two members of the “axis of evil” club, Iran and North Korea, pos-
sess equally deadly arsenals, and both are considerably further
along than Iraq in the development of nuclear devices, as well as
the capacity and technology to deliver them. According to our own
intelligence, North Korea already has enough plutonium to con-
struct one or more nuclear bombs.

Now, make no mistake, Saddam Hussein has committed savage
atrocities against his own people and ruthless aggression against
his neighbors. But if we are to authorize a preemptive unilateral
military strike, the evidence should be clear and convincing that
Saddam poses such a tangible and imminent threat to our interests
that we must act without delay, and that he is prepared to use
them in the face of our overwhelming ability and superiority.

For it is important to remember that Saddam Hussein possessed
such weapons during the Gulf War, and when informed by Sec-
retary of State Baker that their use could provoke a devastating
American response, he chose not to use them. Indeed, it is possible
that the only time Saddam Hussein will unleash his arsenal is
when he himself is facing annihilation with nothing left to lose.

America, on the other hand, has a great deal to lose. If our cause
is just and the evidence is clear and compelling and there is no al-
ternative, the American people will do what needs to be done. But
before we risk the lives of our soldiers and countless innocent Iraqi
civilians, before we divert hundreds of billions of dollars from our
own pressing needs, before we risk the moral authority that his-
torically has distinguished America among the family of nations,
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we must take every reasonable step to resolve this crisis short of
war.

Now, President Bush took such a step before the U.N. General
Assembly. His speech was a masterful indictment of Saddam Hus-
sein for his acts of aggression and crimes against humanity. It is
my view that while the President has failed to make a convincing
case for a preemptive unilateral American military strike, he did
make a powerful case for bringing Saddam before the international
community to answer for his crimes.

During our debate it is my hope to offer an amendment urging
the Security Council to establish a war crimes tribunal against
Hussein and other top Iraqi officials. A duly constituted tribunal
would be firmly grounded in a core democratic value, the rule of
law. It would isolate Saddam and rally other nations to our side
like the Hague Tribunal that is now hearing evidence against
Milosevic. It could pave the way for regime change without forcing
us into a war.

A war crimes tribunal would not only yield justice for Saddam’s
victims, but also yield a legal and moral rationale, based on evi-
dence, for appropriate international response.

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. KiNG. The gentleman from Texas, Dr. Paul.

Mr. PAUL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity to speak out in opposi-
tion to this resolution. Let me very briefly state what the essence
of the whole resolution says. And it is in section 3, and it is real-
ly—it is 10 pages long, but it is narrowed down to two sentences:

We are giving the President the authority to defend the national
security of the United States against the continuing threat posed
by Iraq. In other words, we are transferring the power to declare
war to the President. He can declare the war and fight the war
when he pleases. And that is number one.

Number two, equal to number one, enforce all relevant United
Nations Security Council resolutions. In this bill that we are work-
ing on, they mention United Nations 32 times—I am sorry, 25
times. They never mention article 1, section 8, once.

I have three main concerns. One is, first, the merits of the war
itself—that has been addressed rather extensively so far. Two is,
the constitutional process, which I think we have totally neglected.
And three is also something else that we don’t talk about much,
but gets us to these places so often, and we wonder why we are
here, and that is the philosophy of our foreign policy.

Lately, in dealing with this resolution, we deal with the technical
aspects of it. We have long forgotten about what the morally just
war was all about, defined more than a thousand years ago. And
I don’t think this one meets up to this.

It has been stated that we are starting something historically dif-
ferent, and I believe we are. We are institutionalizing the concept
of preemptive war. We are embarking on something brand-new and
different. It is not part of our traditions and it is not part of our
Constitution.

War, and a morally just war, should be defensive, after you have
been attacked and aggression has been committed against us. Also,
it should be of last resort. Negotiate, negotiate, negotiate. It should



31

be the last resort. And also the legitimate authority has to be there
to institutionalize the war, and I think we come up short with this.

We do not have any evidence that aggression has been committed
by Saddam Hussein against us, no matter how bad a guy he is.
And there are a lot of bad guys around the world. There is no clear-
cut evidence that there is an imminent threat right now. Even Sec-
retary Powell admits the military of Iraq is much weaker than it
was 12 years ago. And so far there is nothing brand-new compared
to 2 months ago, 2 years ago, or even 12 years ago that says that
we must send our kids over there to fight this war.

The constitutional process, I think, has been sadly neglected. It
is very clear in the Constitution and it is very clear in our history
about where this power to wage war and declare war resides. And
it resides in the U.S. Congress.

Now, the answer so often that I hear when I raise this is, but
we have done it before. Of course, we have done it before. But does
that make it right? Oh, we have the War Powers Resolution, and
that permits war for 60 to 90 days. That is an illegal, unconstitu-
tional transfer of power.

If we want the President to make these decisions, the Constitu-
tion should be amended, and it hasn’t been. And that is what we
are doing with this resolution, we are circumventing the Constitu-
tion to allow the President to make a decision that falls on our
shoulders that we are neglecting. And I think we should think
about that seriously, because I think it fits into the philosophy of
the last 50 or 60 years.

The last half of the last century we did evolve our foreign policy
to the point where now we have become the self-appointed world
policeman. We have accepted not the foreign policy of the Founders
and the foreign policy of the Constitution, where you have a strong
national defense and you defend our country while being friends
and trading, but we have involved ourselves in entangling alliances
and involved ourselves in the internal affairs of so many nations.

But now we have allowed this to happen to the point where we
are responsible for everything and yet the Congress is responsible
for nothing. Congress is there to rubber-stamp what is happening,
and our—not only are we derelict in our duty in transferring this
power to the President, both the executive branch and the legisla-
tive branch are derelict in allowing this power once again to be
transferred to the United Nations.

We should take this very seriously, because the policy of foreign
intervention has a poor record. It hasn’t worked very well. I believe
because we have avoided the Constitution in the way we declare
war, we have had so many failures, we don’t win wars anymore.
And we should be very cautious to follow the rule of law.

Mr. KING. The time of the gentleman has expired.

The gentleman from New York, Mr. Meeks, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. MEEKS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Members of the Committee, the resolution we are considering
today is not only important to our national security, it has implica-
tions for how we as a Nation relate to the United Nations, and in-
deed the entire world, implications which can either change or re-
inforce many of the negative perceptions our allies and friends
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have about our Nation, perceptions which no amount of public di-
plomacy will change.

Mr. Chairman, the safety of Americans at home and abroad is
my top priority and concern. It is why I supported and will con-
tinue to support all actions taken by our government to apprehend
and to bring to justice all of those involved in the attack against
America on September the 11th. But I fear our approval of this res-
olution will not result in making Americans at home and abroad
safer, and may even make Americans less safe in an increasingly
smaller world.

What I know, subsequent to September the 11th, is that global
cooperation with other countries, countries like Malaysia, Indo-
nesia, Singapore, Pakistan and others, that because of that global
cooperation, we have caught and arrested various terrorist cells
who are hell-bent on destroying America and having another ter-
rorist attack here at home.

I would argue that we are more vulnerable to nonconventional
weapons today than we are to conventional weapons today; and I
fear, if we are vulnerable—if we are vulnerable to these nonconven-
tional weapons, that if we lack global cooperation, then therefore
we will be subject to another attack in the near future.

Our threat—and what will we do to our allies, these countries—
Malaysia, Indonesia, Singapore, Pakistan—those countries that
have become our allies who have moderate Islamic governments?
We will be undermining them and allowing a stronger foothold by
the fundamentalists within those governments, thereby giving us
or putting us and our people in greater threat, it is my belief.

But the fact of the matter is, this Congress can pass whatever
its Members want to pass regardless of our international consider-
ations. We have done it before and we are likely to do it again. But
I want all of us to remember, just because we democratize and
democratically authorize the Administration to utilize the most
powerful military in the world does not make it legitimate in the
eyes of the international community or under the current rules of
international law.

The United States, no more than any other country, does not
have the right to use military force to implement any U.N. resolu-
tions on its own. Only the Security Council can make a decision re-
garding what is needed to implement its own resolutions.

Congress may support the use of all necessary means to achieve
the goals of Resolution 688, but that does not mean it has the
international right to do so. A congressional finding of support for
the use of all necessary means to achieve the goals of Resolution
688 does not mean the U.N.’s requirements for such action.

The United States can unilaterally define what is in the national
interests of the U.S. However, just because we have the power does
not mean we have the right to impose our own version of peace and
security in a region any more than another nation does.

I truly hope we, as Members of Congress, are prepared to ad-
dress a wide range of issues which could materialize from this reso-
lution. I hope we are ready to comfort those loved ones who may
have friends or family put in harm’s way to protect us from an
unproven, imminent threat. I hope we are able to explain to Ameri-
cans, if they become less safe from the use of force against Iraq,
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why are we authorizing action which could reduce the cooperation
we are currently receiving from others in the world.

I hope we can explain to the world how in the name of peace and
our security we authorize the use of force which potentially could
destabilize an already unstable region of the world.

And I yield back.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from California, Mr. Rohr-
abacher.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

This is a very serious debate. Mr. Paul raised some very impor-
tant issues constitutionally. We have had other issues raised. But
let me suggest that one thing that I have heard in this debate that
disturbs me is the necessity of some of our Members to attack the
way the President of the United States has handled this situation.
Frankly, I find it to be unconstructive nitpicking, by and large,
what has been said here.

The President of the United States has done an excellent job
since 9/11 in meeting a very serious challenge to the safety of our
people and our country. The President of the United States has dis-
lodged the Taliban from Afghanistan with very few military casual-
ties. He has sent al-Qaeda running into the hinterlands, looking
behind their back, with very few casualties. And I think he has
done a terrific job since 9/11.

And part of his task is to see to the long-term security interests
of our country. Now that we have been alerted to the fact that we
can no longer wait, as we did two centuries ago, to be attacked be-
fore we look out for the national security interests of our country,
the President of the United States has set us on a course to try to
eliminate what is a horrible threat to our security and the safety
of each and every one of us and our families. And that is, that we
have a gangster regime in Iraq led by a man, a monster, who has
murdered his own people, who has a blood grudge against the peo-
ple of the United States.

This man was taken down 12 years ago, or a decade ago, by
American troops, and we didn’t finish the job; and now, if he gets
his chance, he will hurt us. And it is ridiculous for anyone to say
that we should wait until we are attacked by a man who is trying
to get his hands on chemical and biological weapons that can kill
hundreds of thousands of Americans. That is absurd. And the
President of the United States sees this threat to us, and I think
that we should tip our hats to him and congratulate him that he
is willing to take this kind of guff in order to try to see to the secu-
rity of our country when it is a very real and recognizable threat.

And, yes, it is the same threat we had 2 years ago. But what we
didn’t have 2 years ago was a recognition by the American people
that if we don’t act on such threats, their lives are in danger. So,
yes, the President now has a consensus since 9/11. That is why it
is different than it was 2 years ago. That is why we are able to
act now. And congratulations to President Bush for leading us in
a way that will make us safer when we rid ourselves of this mon-
strous threat.

And it is a monstrous threat. A Saddam Hussein with chemical
and biological weapons, a Saddam Hussein with nuclear weapons
in his hand, and a Saddam Hussein with rocket technology that
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can deliver those weapons to the United States or to Israel or other
parts of the world, that is a threat that we can’t wait to see come
to fruition. We need to cut it off now. And that is what the Presi-
dent of the United States is suggesting. God bless him for it, for
his leadership and his courage.

Now, we have heard here—and by the way, again, we hear
nitpicking on the President. He has gone to the United Nations.
That was a demand on the other side of the aisle, have him go to
the United Nations.

Now, I happen to know the United Nations has a lot of kooks
and nuts and crooks there, and despots, in the United Nations. I
don’t care if he goes to the United Nations. But to go out and to
meet our colleagues halfway, yes, he went to the United Nations.

Now he has come to us. We demanded he come to some sort of
recognition, and that is right. Our constitutional system, you know,
suggests he has to come to us for approval. That is terrific. He has
now come to us. We should not turn him down.

He has gone—he has jumped through hoops to make sure that
we can conduct this operation to free ourselves from this threat in
a very professional way. And, as I say, the nitpicking is certainly
not appreciated on this side of the aisle and, I would hope, by many
people on that side of the aisle as well.

Let me just suggest this. No one is asking anyone to go to a
war—to go to war against Iraq or the Iraqi people. We are talking
about liberating the people of Iraq from Saddam Hussein, this
monster who has murdered them, who holds them in an iron grip.
They will be dancing in the streets of Baghdad and waving Amer-
ican flags when American troops and their own people come to lib-
erate them. This is a liberation.

And I would ask an additional 30 seconds to finish my remarks,
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. Without objection.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. So the bottom line is, no, we don’t want dis-
armament, because Saddam Hussein can rearm just the very next
day with the very worst chemical and biological and nuclear weap-
ons. What we want is a more peaceful world. What we want is a
free people in Iraq. And none of that will happen, and we will not
be safe, until Saddam is gone.

Saddam Hussein has to go if we are to be safe, if the people of
Iraq are to be free, and if our children are to live lives free from
the threat of the type of damage that was done to us on 9/11. We
should never wait for that to happen again. Thank God President
Bush is acting to see that it doesn’t.

Thank you.

Chairman HYDE. The gentlelady from California, Ms. Lee.

Ms. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Today, we are confronting one of the most important questions
we face as Members of Congress, whether or not to wage war. Now,
I am strongly opposed to this resolution which authorizes a pos-
sible first strike against Iraq. Such an action could destabilize the
Middle East and set an international precedent that really could
come back to haunt us all. President Bush’s doctrine of preemption
violates international law, the United Nations’ charter and, really,
our own long-term security interests.
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We do not have to rush to war. In fact, we really don’t need this
resolution. If the United States indeed faces an imminent attack
from anywhere, the President already has all of the authority in
the world to defend our country. The Constitution gives the Presi-
dent the power, as commander in chief, to respond to an imminent
attack, as does a larger body of international law, the United Na-
tions charter, in the case of clear and imminent danger.

We have not received proof of clear, present, and imminent dan-
ger. You have heard that today from many Members. President
Bush called on the United Nations to assume its responsibilities,
but today Secretary of State Colin Powell, he announced that the
United States is now opposed to immediately undertaking inspec-
tions.

Now, we have been calling for these for months, for years, and
now we are resisting them. What kind of international cooperation
is that? What kind of leadership is that?

Now, it really doesn’t take leadership to go drop bombs or go to
war. It takes real leadership to negotiate and develop peaceful res-
olutions to conflicts.

So I call on the United States to assume our responsibilities by
working with the United Nations to ensure that Iraq is not devel-
oping weapons of mass destruction. That is how we protect our
country. That is how we ensure our national security.

Now, when Secretary Powell came before this Committee, I
asked him, If Iraq had not responded with an affirmative on the
return of the weapons inspectors, what would have been the United
States’ response, and how would our strategy differ from where we
are now? Secretary Powell answered that he didn’t know that it
would have been any different, and in fact, it didn’t really matter
whether or not Iraq allowed inspectors.

So I keep asking the question, is our goal the elimination of the
weapons of mass destruction because they pose a potential danger,
or is it regime change because we oppose the Iraqi Government?

Now, for all of these reasons, I have cosponsored H.Con. Resolu-
tion 473 which currently has 35 cosponsors. This resolution calls on
the United States to work with our allies to disarm Iraq through
U.N. inspections and other diplomatic means.

Those inspections succeeded in destroying thousands of tons of
weapons in the 1990s despite Iraq’s attempts at obstruction, and
they can work again. But today we are being asked to authorize
the unlimited use of force before inspections have even had a
chance to succeed.

And, Mr. Chairman, I would like to reread the statement by the
Congressional Black Caucus, which was unanimously adopted; and
I would like to ask for unanimous consent to insert it into the
record.

[The information referred to was not submitted.]

Chairman HYDE. Without objection.

Ms. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We recently held our Congressional Black Caucus weekend, and
the theme was a voice for global understanding. We adopted this
resolution, and it says, once again:
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“We oppose a unilateral first-strike action by the United
States without a clearly demonstrated and imminent threat of
attack on the United States.

“Only Congress has the authority to declare a war.

“Every diplomatic option must be exhausted.

“A unilateral first strike would undermine the moral author-
ity of the United States, result in substantial loss of life, desta-
bilize the Middle East region, and undermine the ability of our
Nation to address unmet domestic priorities.

“Further, any post-strike plan for maintaining stability in
the region would be costly and require a long-term commit-
ment.”

There are many questions that remain unanswered. Where is the
proof that Iraq poses an imminent threat to the United States?
What is our objective here, regime change or the elimination of
weapons of mass destruction? What would this doctrine—where
would this lead our country? How could we strike first and then
claim the moral authority to tell China not to do so with Taiwan?
What about India and Pakistan? What about Russia and Georgia?
Is this the precedent that we want to set?

President Bush said that Iraq, Iran, North Korea were all mem-
bers of the so-called “axis of evil.” Will we attack Iran next, then
North Korea? Who will come after that?

The Bush doctrine of preemption takes away our moral authority
in ensuring that conflicts around the world are resolved without
using the weapons of war. It sets a new and dangerous precedent.

And how does this make American people safer? Are our airports
safer today? Are our seaports secure?

We had better be able to answer these questions before we spend
$200 billion to create a new regime in Iraq. Remember, weapons
of mass destruction were not used on 9/11.

So let me just say, I believe that this path to war, this blank
check to authorize a first strike will not restore peace and security.
It will inspire hatred and fear and increase instability and insecu-
rity. As General Zinni said, we need to quit making enemies that
we don’t need to make enemies out of. The majority of the world
is opposed to a unilateral first strike. Our friends and almost all
of our allies

Chairman HYDE. The gentlelady’s

Ms. LEE [continuing]. Ask us not to go down this disastrous path.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the time.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you.

The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Nick Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I think we all agree that the matter we take up today is of great
importance. After more than a decade of deceit, though, and eva-
sions from the current Iraqi regime under Saddam Hussein, the
United States and our allies are now brought to the brink of war.
By passing this resolution, we make it clear that the United States
will defend itself and our allies against threats from Iraq, including
Iraqi efforts to develop weapons of mass destruction and Iraqi sup-
port for terrorism.

At the same time, the passage of this resolution will put Iraq on
notice, I hope for the final time, that it must allow comprehensive
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and unlimited inspections or face the consequence. H.J. Res. 114 is
entirely appropriate, number one, to encourage the United Nations’
action and to get the serious attention of Saddam Hussein.

One important point should be emphasized, however. Our quar-
rel is not with the Iraqi people. The Iraqi people did not choose to
invade their neighbors; that was the work of Saddam Hussein. Nor
did they flaunt a dozen U.N. resolutions, commit human rights
abuses, fund terrorism, or develop weapons of mass destruction. A
pre-Iraqi people would not have done any of those things. The ag-
gression and buildup of weapons have happened because the Iraqi
Government was seized by Saddam Hussein, who has used Iraq
and the Iraqi people for his own delusional purposes.

I hope to make it clear today that the United States does not
consider the Iraqi people its enemy. In fact, I believe that they will
be our allies against Saddam Hussein’s regime, as the Afghan peo-
ple were our allies against the Taliban.

I plan to offer an amendment today and tomorrow that would
make this essential distinction clear in the text of the resolution.
This morning, I and about a dozen other Members met at the
White House with George Tenet, the Director of the CIA, and
Condoleezza Rice, the National Security Adviser. They related clas-
sified information about what we know about Saddam Hussein’s
buildup of chemical, biological, radiological weapons and the poten-
tial for nuclear weapons, and the technology and equipment that
they have been developing to deliver those weapons. It seems to me
that it would be better, and I have suggested to the White House,
to consider declassifying some of this information, so the American
people understand the threat if some of this—of the potential use
and aggression of these weapons.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that for the last 10 years Saddam
Hussein has been eluding inspectors and continuing to develop
weapons of mass destruction. Who thinks, if not for President Bush
and his demand for change, that the United Nations would be talk-
ing about a new, tough resolution and consequence if Iraq did not
comply? Who thinks, if not for this President and, if you will, a gun
to the head of Saddam Hussein, that this person would be starting
to suggest that inspectors could come back in?

Saddam Hussein is a bloodthirsty bully who has already used
chemical weapons to kill Iranians and his own people.

It has been said that an attack on Iraq could hurt us. That is
true. But it seems obvious that doing nothing and allowing this
Iraq dictator to become even more powerful with more weapons
could hurt us and our allies more in the future.

Mr. Chairman, I think what this President has done is make the
world pay attention to a real threat to our humanity and to our
freedom and to our liberty, and I would certainly like to thank the
Chairman also for holding this markup today.

I look forward to the debate to come.

Chairman HYDE. I thank the gentleman.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Hoeffel.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for
making sure this Committee is considering this resolution.

We face a toxic mix in Iraq of dangerous weapons controlled by
a dangerous tyrant. From the beginning of this debate, I have been
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convinced that we must focus our efforts to stop Hussein through
the United Nations and through multinational support, and that
we should focus on the weapons of mass destruction and disarming
Hussein.

Clearly, we must rid Iraq of weapons of mass destruction and the
means of producing future weapons of mass destruction, and we
must impose a tough monitoring program on that country. If Sad-
dam resists, we must be prepared for what happens the day after
regime change inevitably would occur.

Accordingly, I was very concerned about the initial resolution
that the President sent to Congress. It gave credence to the fear
that our country’s first step in this crisis would be a preemptive
unilateral military strike, which I do not and would not support in
the absence of a threat of imminent danger to the United States.
The resolution was too broad, did not require the President to work
through the United Nations, and did not address our plans for the
future of Iragq.

Since then, the House and the Administration, on a bipartisan
basis, have negotiated a compromise resolution which addressed
many of these concerns. I salute the President, the Speaker, and
the Minority Leader for their leadership; and I support the resolu-
tion.

The President has promised congressional leaders he will ex-
haust all options at the United Nations before taking military ac-
tion. At a White House briefing this morning, that the prior speak-
er alluded to, the National Security Adviser and CIA Director re-
peated those assurances. I urge the President, in the strongest
terms, to adhere to the letter and spirit of this resolution in ex-
hausting the avenues open to us in the United Nations in order to
disarm Saddam Hussein. In this challenge, we will be strongest
when we act multinationally.

I also call upon the Administration to give great thought and
commitment to peacekeeping and nation-building and those chal-
lenges in Iraq in the event of regime change. There are important,
important unanswered questions regarding post-Saddam events.
Will our Armed Forces become an occupying army that must rule
Iraq if no acceptable local government emerges? If a government
does form locally, will our forces be needed as peacekeepers? How
long will this last, in either event, and how much will it cost? What
kind of rebuilding and redeveloping assistance will we offer?

Frankly, it is long past time for a modern-day Marshall Plan in
this part of the world. That Marshall Plan, after World War II, in-
volved 14 countries, $13 billion, 4 years of expenditures. And it re-
built a war-ravaged world. We need to give consideration now to
a modern-day Marshall Plan that can address problems that are,
franllély, much more serious and much deeper in these parts of the
world.

If we are serious about establishing a representative and demo-
cratic government in Iraq and other troubled spots around the
world, we must address the hopelessness that people in many coun-
tries face every day, not just the grinding poverty, not just the lack
of opportunity, but day-in-and-day-out hopelessness. We must em-
power people through a new Marshall Plan and offer them hope—
hope of liberty, hope of opportunity, hope of self-government.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I yield back.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you.

Mr. Cantor, the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. CANTOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I would first like to commend you for your leader-
ship on bringing this resolution forward today. And I would also
like to take the opportunity to commend President Bush on pro-
viding unparalleled leadership on the issue of protecting America,
our people, and our institutions.

Before speaking directly to the resolution, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to first respond to an earlier statement made by our colleague
from Georgia on the other side of the aisle. I think she posed the
question, Do we have different standards for different countries?
My answer is an emphatic “yes.” Yes, we should support countries
that choose democracy, that honor the rights of individuals and
protect the basics of human rights. Yes, we should help and sup-
port countries which popularly elect their governments and honor
the will of their people.

At the same time, Mr. Chairman, we must stand up and oppose
oppressive, tyrannical regimes such as that of Saddam Hussein. We
must oppose despots who kill their own people with chemical weap-
ons and attack their neighbors. We must stop dictators whose prin-
cipal aim is the development of weapons of mass destruction to the
peril of the well-being of his own people. We must remove dictators
who harbor and support international terrorist organizations such
as those responsible for the attacks of 9/11.

And on that day, Mr. Chairman, the United States was attacked;
then the war began.

And to those of my colleagues posing the question, where is the
imminent threat, I ask, how many more innocent Americans need
to die in order for the threat to be imminent? We face an enemy
that will stop at nothing to kill Americans, including taking their
own lives. This enemy could not survive without the state sponsor-
ship it receives from Saddam Hussein, a sworn enemy of the
United States. In order to win the war on terror, we must effect
regime change in Baghdad.

As we consider the resolution before us, Mr. Chairman, we must
consider two fundamental questions: Does Saddam Hussein have
the desire to harm the United States of America? And, does Sad-
dam Hussein have the ability to carry out that objective?

In answering the first question, we must be mindful that he has
aligned his regime with the world’s most unsavory characters, who
continue to seek the destruction of freedom and democracy around
the world. We has openly praised the attacks of September 11th,
attempted to assassinate a former United States President, and di-
rectly ordered acts of terror on foreign soil. Our national security
requires us to conclude that he aims to threaten the lives of Amer-
ican citizens.

Saddam Hussein is an oppressive tyrant who, with each passing
day, increases his ability to terrorize the world with the most de-
structive weapons known to man. He currently has chemical and
biological weapons and is actively pursuing a nuclear capability.
The accumulation of these weapons is transforming Saddam Hus-
sein from a regional threat into a global menace. Whether we act
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to prevent him from acquiring such weapons or act to prevent him
from using them once he has them, action is required.

Although the United States is a peace-loving Nation, there will
never be peace and security so long as Saddam Hussein is in
power. Effecting a regime change and liberating the people of Iraq
is the official policy of the United States Government. This resolu-
tion gives the President the authorization necessary to address this
threat to our national security and carry out that policy.

I applaud President Bush for his leadership in this time of na-
tional crisis, and wholeheartedly support this resolution. And, Mr.
Chairman, with that, I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you.

Mr. Blumenauer, the gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I appreciate
your leadership and commitment to the Committee’s doing its job,
as we are doing here this evening.

Since becoming a Member of Congress, I have been struck by
how often there is a gap between the needs and concerns of the
public and the ability of Congress to hear and give voice to those
needs and concerns. I have talked to dozens of Members of Con-
gress from many States, from both parties, and without exception,
we are all hearing the same reactions. The people at home are ask-
ing very hard questions about the wisdom of our past actions.

There is, to be charitable, little enthusiasm for unilateral Amer-
ican action. People suspect that part of the instability in the Middle
East is the result of our past missteps and miscalculations, giving
aid and comfort to Saddam Hussein and the Taliban, not thinking
it through fully at the front end, and then walking away when our
attention is diverted or we become fatigued.

People want to know, what is the rush? What has changed now?
And they are skeptical about what appears to be political timing.
The responses from constituents who bother to formally contact our
offices are overwhelmingly opposed to war with Iraq, often by ra-
tios of 100 to 1, even 500 to 1.

I think the American public has it right; we are not finished with
the war on terrorism. And this is highly distinct from our ongoing
conflict with Iraq. We are not yet finished in Afghanistan. Presi-
dent Karzai is barely the mayor of Kabul and owes his life to the
American Delta Force bodyguards. It is not clear that we or the
countries who supported us in Afghanistan are ready to do what
it takes to finish the job here.

Indeed, we are not even finished yet in the Balkans.

It has been an open secret on Capitol Hill that contrary to some
of the Administration’s formal pronouncements, there has been
much greater caution and skepticism from the leaders in the Pen-
tagon. Former generals have openly declared their concerns before
Congress. Some of the voices that have expressed concern and, in
some instances, opposition have been those of distinguished polit-
ical leaders in both parties, names familiar to the public—Armey,
Gore, Lugar, Hagel, Kennedy. But there are many more leaders
whose voices may not be quite as well known, and they are the
voices of our colleagues who don’t need focus groups and more fa-
mous politicians to validate their own deeply held convictions.
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My bottom line is that no President deserves a blank check when
it comes to waging war. And despite some important additional
verbiage, the authorization before us is delegated to the President’s
unfettered judgment.

Some claim that the strong words of our President got the United
Nations engaged, and I think that is probably true. And that is his
job and his prerogative. Now Congress needs to do our job.

I am not opposed to the use of force. I have supported it in the
past and could do so in the future. However, I don’t think this is
a situation where either the case has been made or the foundation
established. It is terrorism that is the greatest threat to America.
Inappropriate action against Iraq right now could actually expose
Americans to greater risk.

I urge the leadership and the diverse membership of this Com-
mittee to be part of a diplomatic solution internationally and to en-
gage honestly with the American public here at home. Congress
and the American public have a right to know the costs and con-
sequences before following this path. We should reject the notion
of a preemptive, unilateral, go-it-alone attack on anyone we deem
a threat.

A unilateral preemptive strike without direct provocation is both
wrong and dangerous, especially when undertaken by the most
powerful Nation the world has ever seen. If we can’t live up to our
own principles, how can we expect other countries to obey the rule
of law?

To respect the integrity of a reasonable, strategic, diplomatic and
moral position of the United States is not to imply any sympathy
for Saddam Hussein and his brutal regime. There is a bipartisan
consensus in Congress to work with our allies, not tell them what
to do beforehand; to use the United Nations to lay the foundation
for a muscular, aggressive regime of effective inspections and en-
forcement of United Nations resolutions. Such an approach will be
most likely to produce the results the Administration wants. It is
entirely consistent with where the American public is, and based
on the most accurate measurement, it is what we actually hear
from our citizens when we take the time to listen to them.

The situation in the Middle East is the most volatile it has been
in our lifetime. Iraq is but one troubling part of that equation.

I hope that this can be the beginning of a new chapter of diplo-
macy and thoughtful action by the United States. And I appreciate
your leadership, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Lantos, in helping us get
there.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you, Mr. Blumenauer.

Mr. Flake, the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the Chairman for holding this markup and
for allowing all the Members the opportunity to speak.

First of all, let me just say that I identify with many of the com-
ments made by Ron Paul. I would feel more comfortable voting for
a formal declaration of war. However, that is not what is on the
table today. Like it or not, we are in the situation that we are in.

Of course, all of us want to avoid war, but not avoid war at all
costs. I think we have seen what can happen when we seek to do
that.
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Now, the scientific world speaks of necessary and sufficient con-
ditions in order to bring about change. This resolution is a nec-
essary condition to bring about change in Iraq, to rid Iraq of weap-
ons of mass destruction. Only time will tell if this is a sufficient
condition. I fear that it will not be.

There is nothing that has been done so far with regard to U.N.
resolutions and Saddam’s unwillingness to abide by them that
gives me any confidence that this will be a sufficient condition.
That is why this resolution is so important. It puts forward nec-
essary conditions. But also, if those are not sufficient, we give the
President the authority to go in and actually use the means of force
to bring about our objective.

I applaud the President, Speaker, the Minority Leader and oth-
ers who have sought to put this together in a way that it could
bring support from the Congress. I urge support of the resolution.

And yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman HYDE. I thank the gentleman.

The gentlelady from Nevada, Ms. Berkley.

Ms. BERKLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this very
important hearing. Much of what I have to say has been said by
others, and said quite eloquently, but I would appreciate the oppor-
tunity to put my thoughts on the record.

Iraq, under the tyrannical dictatorship of Saddam Hussein, has
been in violation of 16 different United Nation resolutions over the
past decade, resolutions passed to ensure that Iraq dismantle its
chemical and biological programs, and destroy any remaining
weapons of mass destruction.

Ensuring compliance with these U.N. resolutions, which rep-
resent the will of the international community, is essential. Iraq
has demonstrated its willingness to use these horrific weapons in
battle and against its own people. One particularly gruesome exam-
ple occurred in the late 1980s when Saddam Hussein’s military un-
leashed deadly chemical gas attacks over entire villages in Iragq,
killing thousands of innocent men, women, and children.

Given Saddam Hussein’s 11-year record of defying and mis-
leading the international community, I believe the United States,
its allies, and the United Nations are justified in their efforts to rid
Iraq of biological and chemical weapons. Month by month, Saddam
Hussein increases his arsenal of chemical and biological weapons,
while he aggressively works to build nuclear weapons.

September 11th taught us that there are those who would use
any means to harm innocent Americans. I am increasingly con-
cerned about weapons of mass destruction being transferred from
Iraq to terrorists like Osama bin Laden’s al-Qaeda network, bent
on attacking Americans.

The United States should seek to achieve this objective with as
little risk to Americans and the Iraqi civilian population as pos-
sible. However, we must act, and act decisively, to permanently dis-
arm Saddam Hussein, because the cost of lives and misery if we
don’t act will be incalculable. It is not a matter of choosing between
war and peace. It is a matter of choosing between war on our terms
or war on Saddam Hussein’s terms.

Before any action is taken, the President is right in seeking ap-
proval of Congress, and I appreciate that and applaud that. I com-
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mend him for that. Further, it is important that we continue to
make every effort to marshal international support. The changes to
the original proposal, that have been agreed to by the Administra-
tion, have improved the original resolution.

I am mindful of my duty and responsibility on this occasion, and
I shall be voting in favor of the resolution before us. I yield back
the balance of my time.

Chairman HYDE. Thank the gentlelady.

The gentlelady from the Mother of Presidents, Virginia, Ms.
Davis.

Mrs. Jo ANN DAvVIS OF VIRGINIA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, I very rarely give opening state-
ments, but I appreciate the patience to be able to give one on such
an important matter.

Let me start by saying that, from the beginning, I have had res-
ervations about this decision, and I share the same concerns as my
colleague from Colorado, Mr. Tancredo, with regards to retaliation
on our own soil, as well as the possibility of the state of Israel.
Both I believe to be very, very strong possibilities.

What we are about to undertake is of monumental proportions,
and as a Member of the House Armed Services Committee and one
who represents a very heavy military district, I know all too well
the effect that our decision to take military action against Iraq will
have on the course of our Nation—for decades, I am afraid. How-
ever, we must move forward with this resolution against Iraq for
the preservation of our own way of life. We cannot and shall not
and will not live in fear.

This decision will, however, impact the lives of the men and
women who serve our Nation. We must assure them that this war
will be fought swiftly, with all intent to win, to win decisively, and
to have a clear exit strategy. I don’t take this vote lightly because
I do represent the very men and women who will leave the ports
in Virginia to face evil and risk their lives for our freedom.

With all that said, Mr. Chairman, after eight or nine classified
and open briefings in the Armed Services Committee and many
hearings in this Committee, I believe that we must move, and we
must act and pass this resolution. I believe we must do it now. And
for that reason, I will be voting “yes” on this resolution.

And I thank you for your time, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. I thank the gentlelady.

The gentleman from California, Mr. Sherman.

Mr. SHERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Saddam Hussein has killed hundreds of thousands of people. He
has gassed his own people, he has risked his life several times, all
in an effort to expand his power. If he had a nuclear weapon, he
could smuggle it into an American city, because after all, a nuclear
weapon is about the size of a person. He could hide it in an apart-
ment and then could invade Kuwait or Saudi Arabia with impu-
nity.

We must prevent Saddam Hussein from developing nuclear
Wealgons. The question is, what resolution will best achieve that
goal?

I will vote for final passage of whatever resolution this Com-
mittee finally agrees to, but I hope that we will come up with a
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different resolution than the one presented by the Chair, although
as I say, I will support that if that is the final vote of this markup.

There are two approaches that can be taken to try to prevent
Saddam from developing nuclear weapons. One is what I call the
Powell-Blair approach, which is to authorize the use of force only
if inspectors are thwarted. The other is what I would call the Che-
ney or Richard Perle approach, which is to invade Iraq regardless
of whether Saddam will allow unrestricted inspections.

I think this Committee and this Congress should choose and au-
thorize one of them. Instead, we have a resolution which, while it
gives some advice to the President, authorizes the President to ei-
ther use the Powell-Blair approach or the Cheney approach.

Accordingly, I will introduce an amendment in the nature of a
substitute which will differ from the Chairman’s mark in several
respects.

First, the “whereas” clauses will describe only the nuclear threat
and threat of other weapons of mass destruction that Iraq poses.
It will not mention those U.N. resolutions that call upon Saddam
to treat his own people with justice and fairness. That is because
we should not give as a reason for the use of force the abuse of
human rights by Saddam, which will raise the question in the
world, what about other countries that are not democracies or that
violate human rights? We must have reasons for the use of force
that relate exclusively to the weapons of mass destruction.

Second, the amendment I will put forward will authorize the use
of force only if Iraq fails to promptly agree and allow an effective
weapons inspection and disarmament program, and—or if Iraq
interferes with that program after agreeing to it. It will define an
effective inspection and disarmament program as requiring imme-
diate, unobstructed, and unannounced entry into all facilities, in-
cluding, of course, those so-called “presidential palaces.”

Finally, the amendment will direct the President to seek a U.N.
resolution to achieve these inspections, but it will not condition the
President’s authority to use force on the U.N.’s action, because we
should not endanger the security of the United States just because
fve can’t get France or China or Russia to vote for a particular reso-
ution.

I hope we go to the U.N. I hope we get the kind of U.N. resolu-
tion that Powell is seeking. But we will have to act as if we have
that support from the United Nations whether we get it or not, un-
less we are willing to perhaps risk American cities based upon the
vote of one of the other members of the Security Council.

As a matter of the technical rules of this Committee, I may have
to offer this amendment in the nature of a substitute in two parts,
one part changing the “whereas” clauses of the Chairman’s mark,
and the other changing the “resolved” questions or action of provi-
sions of the Chairman’s mark. I hope to be able to present it—in
the interest of time, to present it as a single amendment.

We need to give the President the tools necessary to prevent Sad-
dam Hussein from developing nuclear weapons. Those tools are to
be able to go to the United Nations, to be able to go to Saddam
Hussein and say, either we will have the most incredibly invasive
inspections program or we will use force. That is the approach I
think we should take, because it will show the world that while we
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are anxious to prevent Saddam from developing nuclear weapons,
we are also anxious to avoid war.

The approach that I fear might be taken by this Administration
and one of the two approaches authorized by the Chairman’s mark
would be to invade, whether or not Saddam agrees to intrusive in-
spections. That approach will not have the support that we ought
to get from other countries around the world.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. SHERMAN. Nor will it demonstrate our dedication to peace.

I thank the Chairman for his indulgence.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Green.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As one of the last speakers tonight, I would like to step back a
little bit as we look at this resolution. I would like to begin by
thanking the Chairman, as so many others have, for this markup.
I think, thanks to this markup and to the hearings that we have
had and the briefings that we have had, I can say, Mr. Chairman
and Members, that we are ready. I think we are ready for this de-
bate today, and I think we are ready to make some final decisions.

Now, in the end, some of us will vote “yea,” some of us will vote
“nay.” But despite those differences, I think we can all safely say
that we have cast our votes after a full and healthy debate based
firmly on the best, the most complete, information that we could
possibly have.

As so many others have said, we are about to tackle the most dif-
ficult decision that any public official can ever make, the decision
to authorize the use of military force. Of course, that is high-sound-
ing language, but what it really means is placing people, young
people, our young people, in harm’s way. It is a decision that
weighs on every one of our hearts and one that must be treated
with extraordinary caution and care.

I can say confidently that I have spent the last 3 months pre-
paring for this day. I have traveled to the Middle East, I have spo-
ken with military personnel from Marine Corps corporals to Army
generals. I have heard from constituents on both sides of this issue,
passionately on both sides of this issue. I have been briefed, as
other Members have, by CIA Director Tenet, by National Security
Adviser Condoleezza Rice, and others. I have read everything I
could get my hands on and I have heard from expert after expert
at the hearings that have been convened.

Mr. Chairman, like others, I have been in so many ways con-
flicted, but I can finally say that I feel ready to make some of the
difficult decisions that our work will require. I must say I have
been surprised by the number of our colleagues on both sides of
this subject who have pledged their votes before even seeing this
resolution, before even getting some of the information that I have
received, that has been offered to us, that I think is too important
to ignore. This is too serious a matter for knee-jerk reactions and
closed minds.

Of course, like everyone, I have my biases, I have my leanings;
and in my view, history—both decades-old history and fairly recent
history—shows the flaws and defects in a policy of appeasement in
the face of a dangerous tyrant, a tyrant who clearly has designs on
power and empire. There can be no doubt that Saddam Hussein



46

has routinely violated agreements, resolutions and, most signifi-
cantly, human rights.

With this resolution, it is clear that our Committee is not debat-
ing peace versus war. I take issue with how some have framed this.
I am for peace. We all must stand for peace. The question we de-
bate is how we secure that peace in the long run, and how we avoid
having a potentially devastating attack or conflict thrust upon us.
The question is, what should we do in the face of a gathering
storm, a gathering threat?

Some, including some here, would put their faith in diplomacy
alone. Others of us would truly like to have faith in diplomacy
alone, but we cannot; we dare not ignore the history of the current
Iraqi regime.

In any case, the time has come for us as Committee Members
and Members of this institution to use our preparation, to use our
knowledge and, Lord willing, our sound wisdom and judgment to
make these tough calls. I know we are ready.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your role in making us ready. And
I yield back my time.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you, sir.

The gentleman from California, Mr. Schiff.

Mr. ScHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I would like to address one question
that has been central to the debate over Iraq. It is a question that
has been raised in one form or another in every concern that has
been expressed on the use of force. And that is, is the threat to the
United States from Iraq imminent enough to warrant an invasion
of Iraq?

Part of the difficulty we have all had in answering this question
is owing to the fact that the nature of the threat to the United
States has changed. As long as we are the world’s lone superpower,
we will never face hostile troops amassing on our borders. We will
not likely to find a military colossus built on world domination
threatening our allies in Europe or attacking us in the East.

The threat we now face comes from terrorists and from states
that support them. The threat comes from those who cannot be
adequately contained and cannot be deterred.

Even with the benefit of the hindsight we now possess, with all
the intelligence we have gained since September 11th about what
we knew before September 11th, we might ask of ourselves, then,
the same question we now ask today.

When, prior to September 11th, was the threat from al-Qaeda
imminent enough to warrant an invasion of Afghanistan? After all,
we all knew that al-Qaeda was a threat prior to September 11th.
We knew that al-Qaeda was involved in attacking American inter-
ests at home and around the world. We knew the Taliban served
as host and sponsor for this terrorist filth.

Were we having this debate on September 10th, over a year ago,
would we have adjudged that the danger from al-Qaeda was immi-
nent enough to justify military action? And yet surely we need not
wait, we cannot wait until 3,000 Americans lie in their grave to de-
cide that present danger is imminent enough.

There are certain facts in my judgment that are indisputable:

First, that Saddam Hussein has chemical and biological weapons
and is developing a nuclear weapons capacity.
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Second, that an inspection regime in which hundreds of acres of
so-called palace grounds are off limits is no inspection regime at
all. It is worse than nothing, for it gives the false impression of
safety and effectiveness.

Third, that Saddam Hussein will never submit to a real inspec-
tion regime without the credible threat of force.

Fourth, that we cannot continue to allow Saddam Hussein to fire
on American pilots.

And, fifth, that the threat posed by Saddam Hussein’s weapons
program will only grow over time and that in time he will get the
atomic bomb.

The narrow question before us today is whether the threat from
Iraq is imminent enough to support a resolution authorizing the
use of force to compel disarmament if persuasion fails. I believe it
is, and I am concerned that the failure of such a resolution at a
time when the Commander in Chief is before the United Nations
will be deleterious to our efforts to engage that body.

My support for this resolution must not be taken as an unequivo-
cal endorsement, however, of the Administration’s handling of Iraq
over the last year. It is not. I believe the Administration must
make every effort to gather support at the U.N. for a rigorous and
meaningful inspections program. The Administration must not go
about this alone or unilaterally, but must redouble its effort to en-
list the support of our allies until it is successful, as I believe it
can be.

The Administration must change the nature of its rhetoric, rhet-
oric which on a host of issues has shown too great a willingness,
at times an eagerness to go it alone on a whole range of issues, a
policy and a tone which has made the process of gathering inter-
national support much more difficult than it should have been.

I share the concerns expressed by hundreds of my constituents
that this country not rush to establish a precedent that every coun-
try is justified in unilateral military action against all perceived
threats, and that the best way to distinguish our actions from other
nations considering their own preemptive actions in the future is
to persevere in our determination to build international support for
international action.

And I urge the President to go before the American people, to
make the case for international action directly, as did his father.
I urge him not to wait until inspections have failed or been thwart-
ed and military action is imminent, but now to appear before the
American people and demonstrate his commitment to make every
effort to enlist our allies and the United Nations in an effort to dis-
arm Iraq peacefully if at all possible.

And I urge the Administration to share the evidence with the
American people of Saddam Hussein’s ongoing weapons program,
as President Kennedy did so graphically in the Cuban missile cri-
sis.

And finally, I urge the President to demonstrate his commitment
to the establishment of democratic institutions in the Iraq of the
future. In the end our only true path to peace and security lies in
the propagation of freedom and democracy around the world. De-
mocracy, not oil, will be the ultimate guarantor of our future.
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The germ of terrorism is difficult to eradicate completely. We will
never eliminate every last terrorist. But we can, in concert with fel-
low democracies around the world, change the soil. The Adminis-
tration must embrace a broader vision, one that works to democ-
ratize the Middle East, to secure its rebirth and prosperity, a vision
comparable in its breadth and audacity as the Marshall Plan at the
of World War II.

The circumstances call for nothing less. As Lincoln once said, as
our case is new, so we must think anew and act anew. Only then,
Mr. Chairman, do I believe we can secure our Nation.

I yield back.

Chairman HYDE. I thank the gentleman. And now, truly I recog-
nize the next person with great joy, not because she is the last of
a long line, but because she always has something instructive to
say. The gentlelady from California, Ms. Watson.

Ms. WATSON. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank you for the opportunity to debate and engage an exchange
of views on the new compromise resolution language. You have
great patience.

Debate and exchange of views are critical to the democratic proc-
ess. And perhaps the greatest underpinning of democracy is the
freedom to question. While it is a foregone conclusion that the reso-
lution will receive the votes to pass, I still have serious reserva-
tions about the timing and justification for the use of force against
Iraq.

The resolution still gives the President wide authority to act uni-
laterally and preemptively. A presidential determination section
has been added to the new resolution, which requires the President
to certify to Congress that all diplomatic options have been ex-
hausted and that the Administration’s actions are consistent with
the United States’ ongoing war on terrorism.

I believe that the resolution must contain language that specifi-
cally calls upon the United Nations to reimpose its inspection sys-
tem, and that the U.S. should consider the options of the use of
force, preferably with the backing of the United Nations, only after
all deliberate measures have been taken, and only after it has been
estallé)lished that the U.N. inspectors have been hindered in their
work.

It is only by working through the United Nations that the United
States can establish a real justification for the use of force. Pre-
ventative or preemptive war, which is still an option for the Presi-
dent in this resolution, is not sufficient justification. Moreover, it
is bad and a dangerous policy. It will only alienate and isolate the
United States in the world community, and undermine our Nation’s
commitment to international order and the rule of law.

I would also note that recent pools suggest that the American
people overwhelming support a war against Iraq with allied back-
ing. However, support among Americans for intervention in Iraq
drops off sharply when they are asked to support unilateral action
in Iraq.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot support this resolution and will vote
against it. Not a shred of new evidence has been offered by the Ad-
ministration to demonstrate that Iraq is any more of a threat than
it was a year ago. When I heard the President in his State of the
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Union speech say the axis of evil, Iraq, Iran and North Korea, then
it brings home that Iraq would be the first invasion, then it will
be followed by Iran, and then North Korea.

So we set a precedent here. And I just have to call attention to
something that I saw in the Nation on Monday September 30th, as
it was describing a rally here in Washington, DC, and their mantra
was inspections, not war, and they say there has been enough kill-
ing in the past year. Killing a bunch of Iraqis won’t help anything.

And they also go on to say that the President has made the
world less secure by asserting, in a new foreign policy doctrine,
that the United States may strike first against hostile states devel-
oping weapons of mass destruction.

They further say, but we cannot have a world run by preemptive
strikes. That would indeed be a world of perpetual war.

So, Mr. Chairman, I heard the word “peace” used too few times,
and my constituents have come to me and said no war. I have had
not one request to go to war against Iraq. I have had multiple re-
quests to discuss a peace initiative. It is time that we start that.

Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman for your patience.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you, gentlelady. And without objection,
the Committee stands adjourned until 9:30 a.m. tomorrow morning.

[Whereupon, at 8:10 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]
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AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF MILITARY
FORCE AGAINST IRAQ

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 3, 2002

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
WASHINGTON, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 9:35 a.m. in Room 2172,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Henry J. Hyde (Chairman of
the Committee) presiding.

Chairman HYDE. The Committee will come to order.

Yesterday we began consideration of H.J. Res. 114, authorization
for use of military force against Iraq. Without objection, the resolu-
tion will be considered as read and open for amendment at any
point, and the Chair recognizes himself to strike the last word.

[The resolution, H.J. Res. 114, follows:]

(51)
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(Original Signature of Member)

107TH CONGRESS
R H, J, RES. |

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

M. introduced the following joint resolution; which was
referred to the Committee on

JOINT RESOLUTION

To authorize the use of United States Armed Forces against
Iraq.

Whereas in 1990 in response to Iraq’s war of aggression
against and illegal occupation of Kuwait, the United
States forged a coalition of nations to liberate Kuwait
and its people in order to defend the national security of
the United States and enforce United Nations Security
Council resolutions relating to Irag;

Whereas after the liberation of Kuwait in 1991, Iraq entered
into a United Nations sponsored cease-fire agreement
pursuant to which Iraq unequivocally agreed, among
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2
other things, to eliminate its nuclear, biological, and
chemical weapons programs and the means to deliver and
develop them, and to end its support for international

terrorism;

Whereas the efforts of international weapons inspectors,
United States intelligence agencies, and Iraqi defectors
led to the discovery that Iraq had large stockpiles of
chemical weapons and a large scale biological weapons
program, and that Iraq had an advanced nuclear weap-
ons development program that was much closer to pro-
ducing a nuclear weapon than intelligence reporting had

previously indicated;

Whereas Iraq, in direct and flagrant violation of the cease-
fire, attempted to thwart the efforts of weapons inspec-
tors to identify and destroy Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction stockpiles and development capabilities, which
finally resulted in the withdrawal of inspectors from Iraq
on October 31, 1998;

Whereas in 1998 Congress concluded that Iraq’s continuing
weapons of mass destruetion programs threatened vital
United States interests and international peace and secu-
rity, declared Iraq to be in “material and unacceptable
breach of its international oblications” and urged the
President “to take appropriate action, in accordance with
the Constitution and relevant laws of the United States,
to bring Iraq into compliance with its international obli-
gations”” (Public Law 105-235);

Whereas Iraq both poses a continuing threat to the national
security of the United States and international peace and
security in the Persian Gulf region and remains in mate-
rial and unacceptable breach of its international obliga-

tions by, among other things, continuing to possess and
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develop a significant chemical and biological weapons ca-
pability, actively seeking a nuclear weapons capability,

and supporting and harboring terrorist organizations;

Whereas Iraq persists in violating resolutions of the United
Nations Security Couneil by continuing to engage in bru-
tal repression of its civilian population thereby threat-
ening international peace and security in the region, by
refusing to release, repatriate, or account for non-Iraqi
citizens wrongfully detained by Iraq, including an Amer-
ican serviceman, and by failing to return property wrong-

fully seized by Iraq from Kuwait;

Whereas the current Iraqi regime has demonstrated its capa-
bility and willingness to use weapons of mass destruction

against other nations and its own people;

Whereas the current Iraqi regime has demonstrated its con-
tinuing hostility toward, and willingness to attack, the
United States, including by attempting in 1993 to assas-
sinate former President Bush and by firing on many
thousands of occasions on United States and Coalition
Armed Forces engaged in enforcing the resolutions of the

United Nations Security Couneil;

Whereas members of al Qaida, an organization bearing re-
sponsibility for attacks on the United States, its citizens,
and interests, including the attacks that occurred on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, are known to be in Iraq;

Whereas Iraq continues to aid and harbor other international
terrorist organizations, including organizations that
threaten the lives and safety of American citizens;

Whereas the attacks on the United States of September 11,

2001, underscored the gravity of the threat posed by the
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acquisition of weapons of mass destruction by inter-

national terrorist organizations;

Whereas Iraq’s demonstrated capability and willingness to
use weapons of mass destruction, the risk that the cur-
rent Iraqi regime will either employ those weapons to
launch a surprise attack against the United States or its
Armed Forces or provide them to international terrorists
who would do so, and the extreme magnitude of harm
that would result to the United States and its citizens
from such an attack, combine to justify action by the
United States to defend itself;

Whereas United Nations Security Council Resolution 678 au-
thorizes the use of all necessary means to enforee United
Nations Security Council Resolution 660 and subsequent
relevant resolutions and to compel Iraq to cease certain
activities that threaten international peace and security,
including the development of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and refusal or obstruction of United Nations weap-
ons inspections in violation of United Nations Security
Council Resolution 687, repression of its civilian popu-
lation in violation of United Nations Security Council
Resolution 688, and threatening its neighbors or United
Nations operations in Iraq in violation of United Nations

Security Council Resolution 949;

Whereas Congress in the Authorization for Use of Military
Force Against Iraq Resolution (Public Law 102-1) has
authorized the President “to use United States Armed
Forces pursuant to United Nations Security Council Res-
olution 678 (1990) in order to achieve implementation of
Security Council Resolutions 660, 661, 662, 664, 665,
666, 667, 669, 670, 674, and 677";
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Whereas in December 1991, Congress expressed its sense
that it “supports the use of all necessary means to
achieve the goals of United Nations Security Council
Resolution 687 as being consistent with the Authoriza-
tion of Use of Military Force Against Iraq Resolution
(Public Law 102-1),” that Iraq’s repression of its civilian
population violates United Nations Security Council Res-
olution 688 and “constitutes a continuing threat to the
peace, security, and stability of the Persian Gulf region,”
and that Congress, ‘“supports the use of all necessary
means to achieve the goals of United Nations Security

Council Resolution 688”;

Whereas the Iraq Liberation Act (Public Law 105-338) ex-
pressed the sense of Congress that it should be the policy
of the United States to support efforts to remove from
power the current Iraqi regime and promote the emer-

gence of a democratic government to replace that regime;

Whereas on September 12, 2002, President Bush committed
the United States to “work with the United Nations Se-
curity Council to meet our common challenge” posed by

)

Iraq and to “work for the necessary resolutions,” while
also making clear that “the Security Council resolutions
will be enforced, and the just demands of peace and secu-

rity will be met, or action will be unavoidable’;

Whereas the United States is determined to prosecute the
war on terrorism and Iraq’s ongoing support for inter-
national terrorist groups combined with its development
of weapons of mass destruction in direct violation of its
obligations under the 1991 cease-fire and other United
Nations Security Council resolutions make clear that it is
in the national security interests of the United States

and in furtherance of the war on terrorism that all rel-
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evant United Nations Security Council resolutions be en-

forced, including through the use of force if necessary;

Whereas Congress has taken steps to pursue vigorously the
war on terrorism through the provision of authorities and
funding requested by the President to take the necessary
actions against international terrorists and terrorist orga-
nizations, including those nations, organizations or per-
sons who planned, authorized, committed or aided the
terrorist attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001, or

harbored such persons or organizations;

Whereas the President and Congress are determined to con-
tinue to take all appropriate actions against international
terrorists and terrorist organizations, including those na-
tions, organizations or persons who planned, authorized,
committed or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on
September 11, 2001, or harbored such persons or organi-

zations;

Whereas the President has authority under the Constitution
to take action in order to deter and prevent acts of inter-
national terrorism against the United States, as Congress
recognized in the joint resolution on Authorization for
Use of Military Force (Public Law 107-40); and

Whereas it is in the national security of the United States
to restore international peace and security to the Persian

Gulf region: Now, therefore, be it
1 Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives
2 of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
4 This joint resolution may be cited as the “Authoriza-

5 tion for the Use of Military Force Against Iraq”.
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SEC. 2. SUPPORT FOR UNITED STATES DIPLOMATIC EF-

FORTS.

The Congress of the United States supports the ef-

forts by the President to—

(1) strictly enforece through the United Nations
Security Council all relevant Security Council resolu-
tions applicable to Iraq and encourages him in those
efforts; and

(2) obtain prompt and decisive action by the
Security Council to ensure that Iraq abandons its
strategy of delay, evasion and noncompliance and
promptly and strietly complies with all relevant Se-

curity Council resolutions.

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF UNITED STATES

ARMED FORCES.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The President is authorized to

use the Armed Forces of the United States as he deter-

mines to be necessary and appropriate in order to—

(1) defend the national security of the United
States against the continuing threat posed by Iraq;
and

(2) enforce all relevant United Nations Security
Council Resolutions regarding Iraq.

(b) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATION.—In connection

25 with the exercise of the authority granted in subsection

26 (a) to use force the President shall, prior to such exercise
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or as soon thereafter as may be feasible, but no later than
48 hours after exercising such authority, make available
to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the
President pro tempore of the Senate his determination

that—

(1) reliance by the United States on further
diplomatic or other peaceful means alone either (A)
will not adequately protect the national security of
the United States against the continuing threat
posed by Iraq or (B) is not likely to lead to enforce-
ment of all relevant United Nations Security Council
resolutions regarding Iraq; and

(2) acting pursuant to this resolution is con-
sistent with the United States and other countries
continuing to take the necessary actions against
international terrorists and terrorist organizations,
including those nations, organizations or persons
who planned, authorized, committed or aided the
terrorists attacks that occurred on September 11,
2001.

(¢) WAR POWERS RESOLUTION REQUIREMENTS.

(1) SPECIFIC STATUTORY AUTHORIZATION.—
Consistent with section 8(a)(1) of the War Powers
Resolution, the Congress declares that this section is

intended to constitute specific statutory authoriza-
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tion within the meaning of section 5(b) of the War
Powers Resolution.
(2)  APPLICABILITY OF OTHER REQUIRE-

MENTS.

Nothing in this resolution supersedes any
requirement of the War Powers Resolution.
SEC. 4. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

(a) The President shall, at least once every 60 days,
submit to the Congress a report on matters relevant to
this joint resolution, including actions taken pursuant to
the exercise of authority granted in section 3 and the sta-
tus of planning for efforts that are expected to be required
after such actions are completed, including those actions
described in section 7 of Public Law 105-338 (the Iraq
Liberation Act of 1998).

(b) To the extent that the submission of any report
described in subsection (a) coincides with the submission
of any other report on matters relevant to this joint resolu-
tion otherwise required to be submitted to Congress pursu-
ant to the reporting requirements of Public Law 93-148
(the War Powers Resolution), all such reports may be sub-
mitted as a single consolidated report to the Congress.

(¢) To the extent that the information required by
section 3 of Public Law 102-1 is included in the report

required by this section, such report shall be considered
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1 as meeting the requirements of section 3 of Public Law

2 102-1.
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Chairman HYDE. The United States is once again confronted
with the specter of Saddam Hussein armed with an arsenal of
chemical, biological, and possibly even nuclear weapons. This is a
sobering prospect. But we should not focus our attention solely on
his instruments of destruction. Instead, we must recognize that the
threat lies in Saddam himself.

We need not make a case against Saddam Hussein. He has con-
demned himself with a clarity far more stark than his most bitter
opponent could pronounce.

In 1980, he attacked Iran and initiated a decade of warfare that
killed and wounded more than 1 million people, a conflict that in-
cluded his use of chemical weapons against Iranian troops.

In 1990, he invaded Kuwait and imposed a brutal occupation on
that country, laying waste to everything within reach when his
forces were finally driven out.

He has indiscriminately used chemical weapons on unarmed ci-
vilians in his own country, and he has slaughtered and tortured
any who oppose him.

Given this record, there can be no doubt that once armed with
weapons of even greater destructive power, he will have little reluc-
tance to use them. The threat to U.S. interests is obvious, but we
are not the only target. The entire world should understand the
danger that Saddam poses to everyone, and should welcome any
opportunity to end it before he is ready to strike.

Despite the extensive criticism that has been directed at the Ad-
ministration, I believe the President and his advisers have gone to
extraordinary lengths to enlist the cooperation of the world commu-
nity, including that of our allies and the United Nations. The re-
sponse, however, has been a disappointing one. Many of our critics
apparently refuse to recognize the danger for what it is.

We can see this attitude in the eager reaction to Saddam’s latest
promise of cooperation which has, at least initially, accomplished
its purpose of undermining the fragile beginning of a consensus
that at long last something must be done. But we would be fools
indeed if we believed that Saddam can be trusted. He has cynically
broken all of his previous promises of cooperation, and there is no
reason to believe that his latest statement is anything more than
an attempt to delay and divide us. He will only use the time the
world grants him to further his plans and his preparations.

This is hardly an unprecedented situation. Is it really necessary
to remind ourselves that the world watched as Hitler boldly pro-
claimed his objectives and openly armed his forces, willfully blind-
ed and seduced by hope, his intended targets only guaranteed the
catastrophe they so greatly feared would descend upon them.

This is an undeniable reality, but we are confronted with an even
greater danger than that posed by Saddam. Despite clear and re-
peated warnings, it appears that much of the world does not under-
stand that we have entered a wholly new and increasingly perilous
era, one with new and harsher rules. Through repeated usage, the
term “weapons of mass destruction” has become almost banal, but
the unimaginable destructive power these represent requires our
constant focus and a determination to do what we must to defend
ourselves.
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The problem is not merely that a murderous tyrant such as Sad-
dam may be in possession of these weapons. In the aftermath of
September 11, we must accept that he has been joined by many
others of an even more fanatical purpose. Terrorists willing to com-
mit suicide in order to kill large numbers of innocents cannot be
stopped by the familiar conventions of deterrence. Their possession
of weapons of mass destruction must be equated with a certainty
that these will be used against us.

To assume that these terrorists and others will remain unarmed
by Saddam is an assumption with a deadly potential. A first strike
could well be a last strike. We cannot shield ourselves with hope.
We must not guess the world into annihilation.

What then must we do? The President has demonstrated his de-
termination to act to remove this threat and has asked this Con-
gress for an authorizing resolution. But we have yet to reach una-
nimity on that resolution. It is reasonable to ask for proof that Sad-
dam is planning to attack us. The temptation to deny the bound-
less dimensions of the menace he poses to us is a strong one, but
this must be abandoned in the recognition that he himself has
broadcast his intentions. It is a matter of record that his relentless
pursuit of weapons of terror and of mass slaughter is decades old.

But it was only in the aftermath of the Gulf War in 1991 that
we were able to directly measure the intensity of that determina-
tion. The revelation that he was within 6 months of possessing an
operational nuclear device, a fact that our best intelligence had
been unable to uncover, was riveting in its implications. He is re-
strained in his efforts to do us harm only by the limits of his ability
to do so, and he is rising to free himself from those limits.

With every day, the onslaught that he is preparing for us ap-
proaches ever closer. For those convinced of Saddam’s murderous
intentions, the debate has centered on whether or not we should
focus our efforts on assembling the coalition of friends and allies
and seek the enhanced legitimacy that approval by the United Na-
tions might render to our actions.

But I believe that is the wrong debate. We all agree that these
things are desirable and that we should do all in our power to se-
cure them. I believe the President and his Administration have
done and are doing just that.

But the real question, the one which should occupy us, is one of
far greater consequence: On whom does the final responsibility for
protecting ourselves rest? Is it ours, or do we share it with others?
Are decisions regarding our faith to be made in common with oth-
ers?

I believe the answer is unavoidable. We have no choice but to act
as a sovereign country prepared to defend ourselves, with our
friends and allies if possible, but alone if necessary. There can be
no safety if we tie our faith to the cooperation of others, only a
hope that all will be well, a hope that eventually must fail.

For more than half a century, whatever safety and security has
existed in this world has been there largely because America has
been unafraid to act against threats, and to act alone if necessary.
The perception that we are resolved to do so has prevented many
assaults on that security and continues to do so today.
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On many occasions we have been joined in our efforts by friends
and allies, and, more rarely, have enjoyed the world’s approval. But
often we have not, and still we acted.

If we are to have a chance of averting conflict in Iraq, a simple
resolve on our part will not be sufficient to the task, for the great
danger we face with Saddam is ambiguity. Saddam has often mis-
calculated in the past. His flawed judgments have resulted in wars
that have killed hundreds of thousands of people. For that reason,
any ambiguity regarding our course of action and our determina-
tion to act alone, if need be, risks yet another miscalculation on his
part and a false grant of safety to call our bluff.

Vigorous debate in our deliberations is not only permissible, it is
essential. The question before us and our country is too great to de-
mand acquiescence. But the result of that debate cannot be to con-
dition our actions on the approval of others, for we might wait for
an approval that may never come.

Far more important is that we cannot even appear to be waiting
for others, for to do so would be to fatally convince Saddam we
might wait forever. The sight of dissension, of irresolution in the
Congress, cannot but contribute to the potential for miscalculation.
However desirable the cooperation of our friends and allies may be,
the merest hint of any doubt that we will act alone, if necessary,
cannot but reinforce Saddam’s calculation that we will not act at
all.

To risk giving him even the faintest hope that we can be re-
strained or delayed by others in our search for consensus may well
be a deadly one, for his gamble might bring ruin upon us all.

I speak of the sight of dissension, for we must remember our de-
bate is not for ourselves alone, and our audience is not confined to
this room. The world is watching us. Our allies are watching us.
Our enemies are watching us. Saddam is watching us. They are
looking for signs of indecision in our resolve, searching for the fatal
sign of weakness that will come from binding ourselves to act only
in concert with others.

The voice of indecision would cut through any wording in which
we might attempt to secrete it, however artfully phrased and clev-
erly contrived we might render it. We do not have the luxury of
pretending not to see the danger confronting us. All of our choices
are difficult, but our only real option is to act.

Over a century ago in another conflict Lincoln said,

“We cannot escape history. We of this Congress and this Ad-
ministration will be remembered in spite of ourselves. No per-
sonal significance or insignificance can spare one or another of
us. The fiery trial through which we pass will light us down
in honor or dishonor to the latest generation.”

Those same words apply to us here today.

A century ago, Britain stood majestically at the height of her
power. Within 40 years, the knife was at her throat, and she sur-
vived only because we were there to rescue her. But there is no one
to rescue us. We cannot entrust our faith to others, for others may
never come. If we are not prepared to defend ourselves and to de-
fend ourselves alone if need be, if we cannot convince the world
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that we are unshakeably resolved to do so, then there can be no
security for us, no safety to be purchased, no refuge to be found.
In the name of those brave souls, both living and departed, who
purchased our freedom, let us now act.
[The prepared statement of Chairman Hyde follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE HENRY J. HYDE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, AND CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON INTER-
NATIONAL RELATIONS

The United States is once again confronted with the specter of Saddam Hussein
armed with an arsenal of chemical, biological, and possibly even nuclear weapons.

This is a sobering prospect, but we should not focus our attention solely on his
instruments of destruction. Instead, we must recognize that the threat lies in Sad-
dam himself.

We need not make a case against Saddam Hussein. He has condemned himself
with a clarity far more stark than his most bitter opponent could pronounce.

In 1980, he attacked Iran and initiated a decade of warfare that killed and
wounded over one million people, a conflict that included his use of chemical weap-
ons on Iranian troops. In 1990, he invaded Kuwait and imposed a brutal occupation
on that country, laying waste to everything within reach when his forces were fi-
nally driven out. He has indiscriminately used chemical weapons on unarmed civil-
ians in his own country, and he has slaughtered any who have opposed him.

Given this record, there can be no doubt that, once armed with weapons of even
greater destructive power, he will have little reluctance to use them.

The threat to U.S. interests is obvious, but we are not the only target. The entire
world should understand the danger that Saddam poses to everyone and should wel-
come any opportunity to end it before he is ready to strike. Despite the extensive
criticism that has been directed at the Administration, I believe that the President
and his advisers have gone to extraordinary lengths to enlist the cooperation of the
world community, including that of our allies and the United Nations.

The response, however, has been a disappointing one. Many of our critics appar-
ently refuse to recognize the danger for what it is.

We can see this attitude in the eager reaction to Saddam’s latest promise of co-
operation which has, at least initially, accomplished its purpose of undermining the
fragile beginnings of a consensus that at long last something must be done.

But we would be fools indeed if we believed that Saddam can be trusted.

He has cynically broken all of his previous promises of cooperation, and there is
no reason to believe that his latest statement is anything more than an attempt to
delay and divide us. He will only use the time the world grants him to further his
plans and preparations.

This is hardly an unprecedented situation. Is it really necessary to remind our-
selves that the world watched as Hitler boldly proclaimed his objectives and openly
armed his forces? Willfully blinded and seduced by hope, his intended targets only
guaranteed the catastrophe they so greatly feared would descend upon them.

This is an undeniable reality, but we are confronted with an even greater danger
than that posed by Saddam. Despite clear and repeated warnings, it appears that
much of the world does not understand that we have entered a wholly new and in-
creasingly perilous era, one with new and harsher rules.

Through repeated usage, the term, “Weapons of Mass Destruction,” has become
almost banal, but the unimaginable destructive power these represent requires our
constant focus and a determination to do what we must to defend ourselves.

The problem is not merely that a murderous tyrant such as Saddam may be in
possession of these weapons. In the aftermath of September 11th, we must accept
that he has been joined by many others of an even more fanatical purpose. Terror-
ists willing to commit suicide in order to kill large numbers of innocents cannot be
stopped by the familiar conventions of deterrence. Their possession of weapons of
mass destruction must be equated with a certainty that these will be used against
us.

To assume that these terrorists and others will remain unarmed by Saddam is
an assumption with a deadly potential. A first strike could well be the last strike.

We cannot shield ourselves with hope. We must not guess the world into annihila-
tion.

What then must we do?

The President has demonstrated his determination to act to remove this threat
and has asked the Congress for an authorizing resolution. But we have yet to reach
unanimity on that resolution.
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It is reasonable to ask for proof that Saddam is planning to attack us. The temp-
tation to deny the boundless dimensions of the menace he poses to us is a strong
one, but this must be abandoned in the recognition that he himself has broadcast
his intentions.

It is a matter of record that his relentless pursuit of weapons of terror and of
mass slaughter is decades-old. But it was only in the aftermath of the Gulf War in
1991 that we were able to directly measure the intensity of that determination. The
revelation that he was within six months of possessing an operational nuclear de-
vice, a fact that our best intelligence had been unable to uncover, was riveting in
its implications.

He is restrained in his efforts to do us harm only by the limits of his ability to
do so, and he is racing to free himself from those limits. With every day, the on-
slaught that he is preparing for us approaches ever closer.

For those convinced of Saddam’s murderous intentions, the debate has centered
on whether or not we should focus our efforts on assembling a coalition of friends
and allies and seek the enhanced legitimacy that approval by the United Nations
might render to our actions.

But I believe that is the wrong debate. We all agree that these are desirable
things and that we should do all in our power to secure them. I believe the Presi-
dent and his Administration have done and are doing just that.

But the real question, the one which should occupy us, is one of far greater con-
sequence: On whom does the final responsibility for protecting ourselves rest? Is it
ours or do we share it with others? Are decisions regarding our fate to be made in
common with others?

I believe the answer is unavoidable.

We have no choice but to act as a sovereign country prepared to defend ourselves,
with our friends and allies if possible, but alone if necessary. There can be no safety
if we tie our fate to the cooperation of others, only a hope that all will be well, a
hope that eventually must fail.

For more than half a century, whatever safety and security has existed in this
world has been there largely because America has been unafraid to act against
threats, and to act alone if necessary. The perception that we are resolved to do so
has prevented many assaults on that security and continues to do so today.

On many occasions we have been joined in our efforts by our friends and allies
and, more rarely, have enjoyed the world’s approval. But often we have not, and still
we acted.

If we are to have a chance of averting conflict in Iraq, a simple resolve on our
part will not be sufficient to the task. For the great danger we face with Saddam
is ambiguity.

Saddam has often miscalculated in the past. His flawed judgements have resulted
in wars that have killed hundreds of thousands of people. For that reason, any am-
biguity regarding our course of action and our determination to act alone if need
be risks yet another miscalculation on his part and a false grant of safety to call
our bluff.

Vigorous debate in our deliberations is not only permissible—it is essential. The
question before us and our country is too great to demand acquiescence. But the re-
sult of that debate cannot be to condition our actions on the approval of others, for
we might wait for an approval that may never come. Far more important is that
we cannot even appear to be waiting for others. For to do so would be to fatally
convince Saddam that we might wait forever.

The sight of dissension, of irresolution, in the Congress cannot but contribute to
the potential for miscalculation.

However desirable the cooperation of our friends and allies may be, the merest
hint of any doubt that we will act alone if necessary cannot but reinforce Saddam’s
calculation that we will not act at all. To risk giving him even the faintest hope
that we can be restrained or delayed by others in our search for consensus, may
well be a deadly one, for his gamble might bring ruin upon us all.

I speak of the sight of dissension, for we must remember that our debate is not
for ourselves alone, and that our audience is not confined to this room. The world
is watching us. Our allies are watching us.

Our enemies are watching us. Saddam is watching us. They are looking for signs
of indecision in our resolve, searching for the fatal sign of weakness that will come
from binding ourselves to act only in concert with others. The voice of indecision
would cut through any wording in which we might attempt to secret it, however art-
fully phrased and cleverly contrived we might render it.

We do not have the luxury of pretending not to see the danger confronting us.
All of our choices are difficult ones, but our only real option is to act.
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Over a century ago, in another conflict, Lincoln said that “we cannot escape his-
tory. We of this Congress and this administration, will be remembered in spite of
ourselves. No personal significance, or insignificance, can spare one or another of
us. The fiery trial through which we pass, will light us down, in honor or dishonor,
to the latest generation.”

Those same words apply to us here today.

A century ago, Britain stood majestically at the height of her power. Within 40
years, the knife was at her throat, and she survived only because we were there
to rescue her. But there is no one to rescue us.

We cannot entrust our fate to others, for others may never come. If we are not
prepared to defend ourselves, and to defend ourselves alone if need be, if we cannot
convince the world that we are unshakably resolved to do so, then there can be no
security for us, no safety to be purchased, no refuge to be found.

In the name of those brave souls, both living and departed, who purchased our
freedom, let us now act.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from Kansas, Mr. Bereuter.

Mr. LanTOS. Mr. Chairman, may I be permitted just to say a
word before you recognize my friend from Nebraska?

Chairman HYDE. Surely.

Mr. LanTOS. I want to commend you for a powerful and eloquent
statement, and I want to identify myself with your statement. I
think you have laid out the case in a statesmanlike fashion and I
want to congratulate you. Thank you.

Chairman HYDE. I thank you very much.

Mr. Bereuter.

Mr. BEREUTER. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, I was in-
volved for 5%2 hours yesterday afternoon in the Intelligence Com-
mittee deliberations. I could not miss those. I heard only perhaps
two-thirds of the statements. I stayed until the end. I think that
my colleagues gave a thorough explanation of the background of
Saddam Hussein, Iraq, and the abuses against his own people, and
presented their own points of view on the resolution before us.

It is the kind of debate that I think we should have in this Com-
mittee and in the Congress. It parallels the kind of extraordinary
debate we had on the Gulf War resolution.

After what I would say is a little bit of a shaky start, I think the
Administration has proceeded on the right track. As a preparatory
comment, I am a former counterintelligence officer and serve on
the Intelligence Committee, and I absolutely hate security leaks.
But I think that what happened with leaks coming from the Ad-
ministration, particularly the Pentagon, about the controversy re-
garding the use of force and the method in which it would be em-
ployed against Saddam Hussein, provoked a wide national debate
about that subject, which was very salutary. It took place in this
body, it took place when Members were back in their districts in
August, and, despite the fact that earlier a White House counsel
had said the President need not come to Congress for a resolution
authorizing the use of force, in fact, he on September 4th agreed
that seeking a congressional resolution was the proper course.

Within a week, he had gone to the United Nations and made the
point to them that if the institution was going to be relevant—
something other than a League of Nations, it could not avoid exam-
ining the fact that Saddam Hussein had violated repeatedly, con-
tinuously in some cases, 12 Security Council resolutions, and the
President asked the U.N. if it was going to continue to be relevant,
particularly worthy of the name “Security Council.”
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As a result, I think it is much more likely that we will have
greater international support for intervention in Iraq and, more im-
portant perhaps, for a coalition of forces in the aftermath of a vic-
tory in Iraq. That very difficult task remains ahead, and we should
not underestimate it.

Given the background my colleagues have gone into, I think I
can cut my remarks a bit and focus on what I think is the case for
the justifiable preemptive use of military force. The case has been
laid out about Saddam Hussein.

We recall, of course, that without provocation he attacked and oc-
cupied Kuwait. Crucially, however, as we consider preemptive
force, we must recognize that Saddam has used weapons of mass
destruction, chemical weapons, against Iran and the Kurdish popu-
lation of his own country. Is there any legitimate doubt he would
be willing to use them again?

There also is, I think, no legitimate reason to doubt that he has
a significant stock of both chemical and biological weapons. We re-
covered skewed warheads with traces of both such agents of weap-
ons of mass destruction in 1991, and I can simply say in this forum
that Saddam now has further ways to deploy such chemical and bi-
ological agents against his enemies.

The evidence is clear, too, obtained from numerous verifiable
sources, that Saddam Hussein has attempted to develop nuclear
weapons in the past. Ongoing attempts to acquire dual-use tech-
nology for use in a nuclear development program continues, not-
withstanding the controversy about the intended use of one such
attempted acquisition that you have all heard about.

Should any of us have any doubt that he attempts to procure plu-
tonium to substantially shorten the time for developing nuclear
weapons? These weapons of mass destruction remain a grave
threat to a widening circle of his neighbors and our own forces and
facilities in the area. However, again, what is crucial is whether we
have any doubt that he would provide such weapons of mass de-
struction, chemical and biological—and perhaps nuclear in the fu-
ture—to terrorist groups who would use them against our citizens
and those of our allies. I don’t doubt it in the slightest, and it is
a risk we cannot accept.

In saying this, I do understand that the Administration cannot
yet provide incontrovertible evidence of a link between al-Qaeda
and Saddam. There are, of course, reasons for strong suspicion
about such links. But that logically brings us I think to the ques-
tion of why should we push for military action now?

Now, of course, in a post-9/11 world, we know all too well that
mass terrorism against civilians in any country, in our country or
abroad, is part of the equation that American Presidents and the
Congress must responsibly consider. Do we now have a reasonable
basis to conclude that Saddam is not an imminent threat against
the United States? Is there a clear justification for attempting to
override the conclusion of a Commander in Chief?

The answer is, unfortunately, no. Delaying action is a greater
risk to our national interests, the security of our citizens, than are
the uncertainties that always attend a war and its aftermath. The
authorization of the use of force, or with reasonable adaptations
from the executive/congressional negotiations that are ongoing in
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this legislative process, such as this resolution—or in other words
an adaptation of it—I think is an authorization that Congress
should approve.

As we take this extraordinarily important step, fully mindful
that we put members of our Armed Services in harm’s way, and
that now no citizen in this country is assuredly safe from related
terrorist events either, this Committee and the Congress have im-
portant following responsibilities.

We need to take every step to assure that the Executive Branch
has given adequate consideration and contingency planning and re-
sources on the following questions beyond the adequacy of our mili-
tary force and its combat deployment.

Question one: Has the U.S. taken adequate steps to broaden the
international coalition for not only the military operations but espe-
cially for the more difficult and long-term task of developing a
democratic regime in Iraq that won’t threaten the security and sta-
bility of the region? We are giving encouragement in this resolution
to the President to pursue that kind of international support
through the United Nations and the other ways.

Two: Has adequate consideration been given to the fact that the
use of weapons of mass destruction could be launched before or
during a conflict by Saddam Hussein, directly or indirectly through
terrorists, against nations in the area—against Israel, for exam-
ple—and are we prepared to fully take into consideration and act
ellccorld?ingly for what might be an extraordinary response from

srael?

Three: Has the Administration taken steps to understand and
prepare for the institutional and international consequences of such
military action against Iraq in the region and elsewhere in the
world? Will our actions strengthen the influence of Iran in the re-
gion, even in Iraq? Will our military action strengthen the demand
for an independent Kurdish state in Iraq, including areas in neigh-
boring countries like Turkey? Will a victory in Iraq unleash a Shi-
ite bloodbath against the Sunni, or a large part of the Iraqi popu-
lation that was perceived to have supported Saddam Hussein, and
are we able to cope and control that kind of bloodshed? Has the Ad-
ministration adequately considered the resources we will need in
the war/peacekeeping scenario with Iraq to successfully pursue the
ongoing American war effort against al-Qaeda and terrorism, in-
cluding our far-from-finished peacekeeping and broad construction
requirements in Afghanistan?

My colleagues, this list of questions is only illustrative. You know
it could be much longer. The passage of H.J. Res. 114 today, mo-
mentous as it is, as necessary an action as it is, constitutes but the
first step in the many important duties of this Committee and the
Congress. We must pursue them. We must be ready and fully com-
mitted to accomplish them in a constructive, bipartisan effort with
the Executive Branch.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bereuter follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DOUG BEREUTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA

The intense national debate that has developed in Congress, by the American
public, and internationally since August about whether the United States should
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use military force, if necessary, against the regime of Saddam Hussein—and to use
such force preemptively—has served a very salutary, even necessary, purpose. As
a former counter-intelligence officer and a member of the House Intelligence Com-
mittee, I hate security leaks. The massive leaking of sharp internal disagreements
within the Executive Branch, especially the Pentagon, unfortunately preceded the
necessary international diplomacy, essential consultation with at least key commit-
tees in Congress, and any concerted effort to inform the American public as to why
an Iraqi regime-change is needed. It also seems clear that the discussions of U.S.
military action for a regime change in Iraq had gotten ahead of the planning and
decision-making for such possible action.

Many of my colleagues and I, in both houses of Congress on a bipartisan basis,
with a sufficient number of voices from the American public, helped make it clear
to the Bush Administration that a congressional resolution authorizing the use of
force was an essential step before any pre-emptive military action against Iraq could
be launched. Despite an earlier White House counsel’s advisory opinion that a con-
gressional resolution was not required, in a September 4th meeting with elected
congressional leaders President Bush advisedly agreed that his Administration
would first seek such a resolution. Thus, we are here today embarked on this grave-
ly important duty.

Another very positive result of the leaking and resultantly intense controversy
over the issue of military action on Iraq is what likely will be the outcome of the
international communities’ furor about a potential unilateral and pre-emptive Amer-
ican strike against Iraq. That strenuous opposition is especially the case among our
traditional European allies and the Arab states. As was the case in the Gulf War,
the Administration sought international support for action on Iraq through the
United Nations. As a result of President Bush’s exceptional speech to the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly, the international community has become serious about demanding
the re-introduction of United Nations weapon inspectors in Iraq with the unfettered
access demanded to search out production and storage sites of chemical, biological,
and possible nuclear weapons. The U.S. is right to insist upon an unconditional,
time-certain demand for any new inspection regime to begin and to insist upon full
compliance with unfettered access for U.N. inspectors. The international community
now has this forceful proposition before it: either we have an effective U.N. weapons
inspection program resume and continue in Iraq now, or the U.S. has established
more forcefully the legitimacy of military action for regime-change—with the reason-
able expectation of a supportive international coalition for military action against
Iraq and for the perhaps more difficult task of Iraq reformation in its aftermath.

Because of an intensive public debate on the necessity of military action against
Iraq and especially the involvement of Congress, the resolution Congress has before
it today has evolved into a far more acceptable one, and the legislative process has
not been yet completed. The broad language extending the authorization for the use
of military force “to secure peace and stability in the Middle East” has been nar-
rowed to “Iraq.” The War Powers Act requirements, with reporting requirements to
Congress are now included. A limited notification to Congress by the President
about the intent to use or the use of the authorization for military force is now in-
cluded. Also importantly, the requirement is now included to report to Congress
under Section 7 of P.L. 105-338 about the U.S. planning and actions taken by
America in Iraq after “the Saddam Hussein regime is removed from power”—hu-
manitarian assistance, democracy transition assistance, and methodology for Iraq to
repay its debts are all elements explicitly required. Before using military force, the
President, now under the procedures specified in this resolution must make avail-
able to Congress his determination that “reliance on further diplomatic or other
peaceful means alone either (A) will not adequately protect the national security of
the United States against the continuing threat posed by Iraq is not likely to lead
to enforcement of all relevant U.N. Security Council resolutions regarding Iraq,” and
(B) that military action is consistent with the U.S. and international war against
terrorism. These are among the important changes to a proposed congressional reso-
lution that has evolved to the one before us today. It may well evolve further before
the House and Senate vote on it.

What is the case against Saddam Hussein? Especially important, what is it that
justifies the pre-emptive use of military force? We recall, of course, that without
provocation he attacked and occupied Kuwait with the intent to annex it. Crucially,
however, as we consider pre-emptive force, we must recognize that he has used
weapons of mass destruction (WMD)—chemical weapons against Iran and against
the Kurdish population in his own country. Is there any legitimate doubt that he
would be willing to use them again? There also is no legitimate reason to doubt that
he has a significant stock of both chemical and biological weapons. We recovered
SCUD unused warheads with traces of both such types of chemical and biological
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agents in 1991, and I can simply say that he now has developed further ways to
deploy such chemical and biological agents against his enemies.

The evidence is clear too, obtained from numerous verifiable sources, that Saddam
attempted to develop nuclear weapons in the past. On-going attempts to acquire
dual use technology for use in a nuclear development program continue—notwith-
standing the controversy about the intended use of one such attempted acquisition.
Should any of us have any doubt that he has and is attempting to procure pluto-
nium to substantially shorten the time for developing nuclear weapons?

These WMD remain a grave threat to a widening circle of his neighbors and our
own forces and facilities in the area. However, again what is also crucial and urgent
is whether we have any doubt that he would provide such WMD—chemical and bio-
logical, and perhaps nuclear in the future—to terrorist groups who would use them
against our citizens and those of our allies? I don’t doubt it in the slightest, and
it is a risk we cannot accept. In saying this, I do understand that the Administra-
tion cannot yet present incontrovertible evidence of a link between al Qaeda and
Saddam. There are, of course, reasons for strong suspicion about such links.

That logically brings us to the question of why, at this time, we should authorize
the future use of military action by the Administration. I believe it is clear that the
threat Saddam poses will only intensify. The United States, the western democ-
racies, and Iraq’s neighbors should never have permitted Saddam to hamper and
then bar the reentry of United Nations weapons inspectors. In the eleven years
since the end of the Gulf War and certainly in the four-year absence of such inspec-
tions, we are now in more danger because of that collective lack of resolve to enforce
WMD disarmament and because of the commercial and foreign policy goals of some
of our European allies and Russia.

Now, of course, in a post 9/11 world, we know all too well that mass terrorism
has been waged against civilians—in our country or abroad. It is a terrible part of
the equation that the American President and the Congress must responsibly con-
sider. Do we now have a reasonable basis to conclude that Saddam is not an immi-
nent threat against the United States? Is there a clear justification for attempting
to override the conclusion of the Commander in Chief? The answers, unfortunately,
are “no.” Delaying action is a greater risk to our national interests—the security of
our citizens—than the uncertainties that always attend a war and its aftermath.
The resolution authorizing the use of force (or one with reasonable additional
amendments resulting from Executive-congressional negotiations or the legislative
process) is an authorization this Congress should approve.

As we take this extraordinarily important step, fully mindful that we put mem-
bers of our Armed Services in harm’s way, and recognizing that no citizen in this
country is assuredly safe now from related terrorist events either, this Committee
and Congress has additional important responsibilities. We need to take every step
to assure that the Executive Branch has given adequate consideration and provided
contingency planning and resources on the following questions (beyond the adequacy
of our military force and its combat deployment):

1. Has the U.S. taken adequate steps to broaden the international coalition for
not only the military operations, but especially for the more difficult and
long-term task of developing a democratic regime in Iraq that will not threat-
en the security and stability of the region?

2. Has the Administration prepared contingency plans to take into account that
Saddam may use chemical and biological weapons of mass destruction, di-
rectly or through anonymous terrorists, against other nations in the region
before or during the conflict which may ensue, e.g., used against Israel?
Have we prepared for what could be a rather extraordinary Israeli response?

3. Has the Administration taken the steps to understand and prepare for the
international consequences of such military action against Iraq in the region
and elsewhere in the world? Will our action strengthen the influence of Iran
in the region—even in Iraq? Will our military actions strengthen the demand
for an independent Kurdish state in Iraq, including areas in neighboring
countries? Will a victory in Iraq unleash a Shi’a Muslim bloodbath against
the Sunni Muslim population or a large part of the Iraqi population that sup-
ported or are perceived to have supported Saddam? Are we ready to control
it? Certainly, the Shi’a have suffered horrendous provocation for such ret-
ribution.

4. Has the Administration adequately considered the resources we will need in
this Iraq war/peacekeeping scenario in order to successfully pursue the on-
going American war effort against al Qaeda and terrorism—including our
far-from-finished military, peacekeeping, and broad reconstruction require-
ments in Afghanistan?
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My colleagues, this list of questions is only illustrative; you know it could be much
longer. The passage of H.J.Res. 114 today, momentous as it is, as necessary an ac-
tion as it is, constitutes but the first step in the many important duties this Com-
mittee and Congress must pursue. We must be ready and fully committed to accom-
plishing them in a constructive, bipartisan effort with the Executive Branch.

Chairman HYDE. I thank the gentleman. The gentlewoman from
California, Ms. Napolitano.

Ms. NAPOLITANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Unfortunately, I
had to leave yesterday afternoon before the completion of my col-
league’s points which have been stressed over and over again in re-
gard to the issue we are facing today.

Now more than of our national security must be viewed as our
primary consideration in our interactions with other nations. Spe-
cifically, our decade-long conflict with Iraq over the acts of aggres-
sion in Kuwait, the inhumane treatment of Saddam Hussein’s own
people, as we are hearing, the gassing of the Kurds, and most im-
portantly, the unending efforts to develop various weapons of mass
destruction—the chemical, biological, and nuclear.

We also know that all previous efforts to rein in Iraq through
various U.N. resolutions, sanctions, and inspections have not pro-
duced the results or the United Nations that we had hoped.

Iraq still poses a horrible significant regional and global threat,
operating with impunity, and outside of the various resolutions
adopted by the United Nations, the resolutions we supported. To us
the fundamental issue before this body is the extent of the threat
and how best to respond to it, keeping disarmament as a major
focus. However, without the support of the other nations, it is going
to be very chancey for me to vote.

I had considerable doubts about the original request. Our Presi-
dent asked us to provide him with any and all authority he deemed
necessary to react to the Iraq threat. That authority was too broad
and the case for a military action, either unilateral or in concert
with our allies, had not been articulated clearly or conclusively. I
still believe we need to quantify that threat more thoroughly.

I also believe our primary focus should be first and foremost on
a diplomatic solution, working through the United Nations Security
Council and with our allies to remove those weapons of mass de-
struction.

Our strongest ally, Prime Minister Tony Blair, at a Labor Party
convention just a few days ago, agreed to a compromise resolution
calling for Britain to obtain U.N. authority before taking military
action. The resolution declares that British troops should partici-
pate in action against Iraq only after the exhaustion of all political
and diplomatic means. This is the approach that is consistent with
our national interests and it is one that the American public ap-
pears to support over unilateral action.

I must tell you, Mr. Chairman and Members, that I have had—
as many of my colleagues had—quite a number of telephone calls,
faxes, e-mails and letters from the people that we represent. And,
in my particular case, overwhelmingly veterans groups, individ-
uals, residents, immigrants, are saying no war. Do the best you can
to find out a diplomatic solution before we have to go and send our
children and our grandchildren into war.

That being said, the resolution before us appears to have a more
moderate and thoughtful attempt to address our concerns about
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pursuing military action before we have exhausted all other op-
tions. My concern is that we have not allowed for any amendments,
and hopefully we will be able to reach that agreement soon.

The resolution does not seek compliance through the U.N. Secu-
rity Council, and recognizes that we want all relevant Security
Council resolutions strictly enforced. It does limit the scope of the
Presidential authorization to Iraq. It does require the President to
submit to Congress a determination prior to using force, within 48
hours of using force, that we have exhausted all our efforts.

I have a problem with 48 hours. However, again, hopefully we
will reach some kind of an agreement that will allow us to have
a better option. It does require our President to comply with the
War Powers Act in regular consultation and reporting to Congress.

In the end, if Saddam Hussein continues to thwart efforts to
open all sites to U.N. inspectors, as he has so many times before,
we may be left with no option other than military force. I hope, I
trust, I pray that this is not the case.

Saddam Hussein can act responsibly if he chooses to do so. He
has chosen not to. But he can prevent destruction, remove current
sanctions, and thereby improve the lives of his people and neigh-
bors and the rest of the world. It is in his hands. But he must not
misjudge our resolve to continue to ensure that he does not con-
tinue to develop or use weapons of mass destruction. There is not
one person amongst us that wants war or would chose war without
exhausting all other options.

I am pleased that the resolution before us provides a number of
safeguards, rightly puts diplomacy first, and keeps Congress in-
volved with the process. This is critical in all points.

Nonetheless, I continue to have doubts about the immediacy of
the threat. Although there is no doubt that Saddam Hussein has
developed some weapons of mass destruction and continues to fur-
ther refine them, ultimately whatever action we take must be done
deliberately and with broad support of our citizens, should not be
viewed as a partisan issue, as we all know the consequences of
war, and it is a heavy burden on each and every one of us. I trust
God will guide our hands.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you. I believe everyone has had an op-
portunity to make an opening statement, and so we will move to
amendments.

Are there any amendments?

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment at the desk.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Sherman. The Clerk will report the Sher-
man amendment.

Ms. RUsSH. An amendment in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. SHERMAN. I actually have three amendments at the desk.
The longest of those amendments is the one I would like to bring
up. I believe that is identified as Sherman 3. If there is any proce-
dural problem with that amendment, then I will introduce Sher-
man 1 and 2 in order.

Please proceed.

Chairman HYDE. Do we have all three of his amendments?

Ms. RUSH. Yes.

Chairman HYDE. You want Sherman 3?
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Mr. SHERMAN. Yes. That is a complete substitute, yes.
Chairman HYDE. The gentlelady will read that.
[The information referred to follows:]
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AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
TO H. J. RES.

OFFERED BY MR. SHERMAN

Strike the preamble and insert the following:

Whereas Congress in Public Law 105-235, approved August
14, 1998, concluded that Iraq was then in material and
unacceptable breach of its international obligations and
thereby threatened the wvital interests of the United
States and international peace and security, stated the
reasons for that conclusion, and urged the President to
take appropriate action to bring Iraq into compliance

with its international obligations;

Whereas Iraq remains in material and unacceptable breach of
its international obligations by, among other things, con-
tinuing to possess and develop a significant chemical and
biological weapons capability and actively seeking a nu-
clear weapons capability, thereby continuing to threaten

the United States and international peace and security;

Whereas the current Iraqi regime has demonstrated its capa-
bility and willingness to use weapons of mass destruction

against other nations and its own people;

Whereas the current Iraqi regime has demonstrated its con-
tinuing hostility toward, and willingness to attack, the
United States, including by attempting in 1993 to assas-
sinate former President Bush and in thousands of in-
stances by firing on United States and Coalition Armed
IForces engaged in enforcing the resolutions of the United

Nations Security Couneil;

Whereas the attacks on the United States of September 11,

2001, underscored the gravity of the threat that Iraq
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2
could transfer weapons of mass destruction to inter-
national terrorist organizations that threaten the United
States;

Whereas the United States has the inherent right, as ac-
knowledged in the United Nations Charter, to use force
in order to defend itself;

Whereas Iraq’s demonstrated capability and willingness to
use weapons of mass destruction, the high risk that the
current Iraqi regime will either employ those weapons to
launch a surprise attack against the United States or its
Armed Forees or provide them to international terrorists
who would do so, and the extreme magnitude of harm
that would result to the United States and its ecitizens
from such an attack, combine to justify action by the

United States in order to defend itself;

Whereas Iraq could seek to smuggle what weapons of mass
destruction it possesses, or those it might acquire, into
the United States and either use such weapons of mass
destruction or threaten to use them in an effort to affect

the foreign policy of the United States; and

Whereas Iraq is in material and unacceptable breach of its
disarmament and other obligations under United Nations
Security Council Resolutions, and United Nations Secu-
rity Council Resolution 678 authorizes use of all nec-
essary means to compel Iraq to comply with these “sub-

sequent relevant resolutions”: Now, therefore, be it

Strike all after the resolving clause and insert the

following:
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SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF UNITED STATES
ARMED FORCES.

If the President certifies to the Congress that—

(1) the Government of Iraq has failed, after Oc-
tober 31, 2002, to agree to allow a robust weapons
inspection and disarmament program; or

(2) at any time after October 31, 2002, rep-
resentatives of the Government of Iraq in any way
have prevented or hindered such a program,

then the President is authorized to use all means that the
President deems to be appropriate, including force, in
order to defend the national security interests of the
United States against the threat posed by weapons of
mass destruction in Iraq.

SEC. 2. DEFINITION.

In this joint resolution, the term “‘robust weapons in-
spection and disarmament program’” means a program
that meets at least the following requirements:

(1) A sufficient number of weapons and nuclear
experts are allowed immediate and unobstructed
entry, with impunity and without prior announce-
ment or consultation, into any and all locations in
Iraq, including, without limitation, palaces, govern-
ment offices, sacred locations, military bases, and
houses of worship, which these experts wish to in-

spect.
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(2) The inspection team deseribed in paragraph
(1) has the right to examine all documents and ma-
terials in Iraq which the team requests, and shall
oversee and verify the destruction of any item which
the team determines is a component of a weapon of
mass destruction or ballistic missile with a range of
more than 150 kilometers, or any item which the
team determines has as its probable use the cre-
ation, maintenance, or servicing of any weapon of
mass destruction or any ballistic missile with a
range of more than 150 kilometers.

(3) The number, composition, and leadership of
the inspection team described in paragraph (1) is ac-
ceptable to the President of the United States.

(4) The duration of the program described in
this section is for such period that the President de-
termines is necessary.

3. UNITED NATIONS RESOLUTION.

The President shall seek the approval by the United

Nations Security Council of a resolution demanding a ro-

bust weapons inspection and disarmament program in

Iraq. Nothing in this section requires the President to seek

a roll call vote of the United Nations Security Council if

such a vote will fail to demand a robust weapons inspec-

tion and disarmament program in Iraq. The approval of
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a resolution by the United Nations Security Council is not
a condition for the exercise of the authority contained in

section 1.
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Ms. RusH. Amendment in the nature of a substitute by Mr. Sher-
man. Strike the preamble and insert the following.

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, further reading of the
amendment is dispensed with.

There was no objection.

Chairman HYDE. As they are distributing the amendment, we
will recognize Mr. Sherman for 5 minutes in support of his amend-
ment.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, we need to authorize the President
to use effective action to prevent Saddam Hussein from developing
nuclear weapons. The question is whether we adopt the resolution
that is before us that authorizes the President to select without
congressional input either of two approaches.

The resolution, the Chairman’s mark, lets the President decide
whether to take the Powell-Blair approach of trying to get effective
inspections, and, only if those inspections are thwarted, to use
force. Or the President could embrace the rhetoric presented to this
Committee by Richard Perle, and adopt the Cheney approach, de-
clare that only an invasion of Iraq will protect American security,
and use the authorization in the Chairman’s mark to proceed in
that direction.

What my amendment would do is select one of those courses and
authorize the President to take the Powell-Blair approach.

In the “whereas” clauses, what the amendment would do is to
strip out those references to U.N. resolutions that call upon Iraq
to treat its own people fairly. Now, of course, we want Iraq to abide
by modern notions of human rights. But if we have “whereas”
clauses that say, Whereas Iraq is oppressing its own people, now
therefore America is authorized to invade, then we open up a Pan-
dora’s box. There are 80 or 90 countries where that same logic
could lead to that similar action. So the “whereas” clauses in my
substitute focus exclusively on weapons of mass destruction.

Chairman HYDE. Would the gentleman desist for just a moment?
We have a vote on approval of the journal. It is my intention to
continue with the markup, because I don’t think that is a signifi-
cant vote at this time. What we are doing is more important.

And I don’t want to urge those of you with perfect records—and
I know most of you are that way—but I think it would be helpful
if we could just proceed. So I intend to do so. For those of you who
want to make this vote, I would ask you to hurry back.

Mr. WEXLER. You are not going to call any votes here?

Chairman HYDE. I will not call a vote. I would like to proceed.

All right, I am sorry. Thank you, Mr. Sherman. Please continue.

Mr. SHERMAN. Having a chance to address my comments to
roughly half the Committee

Chairman HYDE. But the quality half.

Mr. SHERMAN [continuing]. Mr. Chairman, my substitute author-
izes the use of force only if Iraq fails to promptly agree to an effec-
tive and robust weapons inspection and disarmament program, or
it also authorizes force if Iraq in any way interferes with that pro-
gram.

The substitute also defines an effective inspection and disar-
mament program as requiring an immediate, unobstructed, unan-
nounced entry into all facilities, including absolutely everything
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without exception, and, of course, no exceptions for so-called “presi-
dential palaces.”

Finally, the amendment directs the President to seek a U.N. res-
olution in support of these robust inspection and disarmament ap-
proaches, but it does not condition the President’s authority to use
force on that U.N. action. That is because I believe that Saddam’s
nuclear weapons program poses a national security threat to the
United States which we should not ignore, even if we are unable
to win support from France or from Russia or from China.

So this amendment in the nature of a substitute authorizes force
as plan B, and authorizes and directs as the first approach a de-
mand, unequivocable, for an inspection program that is complete,
thorough, and unimpaired in any way.

Now, I know that the Chairman’s mark reflects negotiations at
the White House, bipartisan negotiations, but I think that it is
here in this Committee that Congress’ role as a full partner in de-
termining American foreign policy should take place, and that we
ought to adopt a resolution that does not authorize the use of force
if the objectives can be obtained without going to war.

Keep in mind that we could adopt this substitute today, and if
in a month or two developments warrant, we could go back and
adopt the stronger resolution. If, instead, we adopt the Chairman’s
mark today, then Congress is out of the decision-making process.
We are in the report-receiving mode.

I would hope that, instead, we try to avoid war and that Con-
gress decides that highly intrusive inspections are a substitute for
the use of force.

Mr. Chairman, I don’t know if I have any time remaining, but
I would hope I would be able to address this amendment for 1
minute after our colleagues return and before a vote on the amend-
ment.

Chairman HYDE. Yes, I think it is appropriate that you have a
chance to address the voting Members, so we will certainly save a
minute for you to do that. But meanwhile, we can discuss among
ourselves the amendment.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LaNTOS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. As always,
my friend from California submits a carefully crafted and thought-
ful amendment, and under ordinary circumstances I would offer to
work with him on his amendment, because I know that his basic
position is parallel, if not identical, to those of us who support the
resolution.

As the gentleman knows, as all Members know, the resolution we
are considering was carefully crafted and agreed upon by the Re-
publican leadership of this body, the Democratic leadership of this
body, and the White House. And at this stage, amendments do not
serve a constructive purpose because the complex process of re-
opening these negotiations is simply not pragmatic, realistic, or
feasible.

I also have some substantive reservations about the gentleman’s
amendment. The resolution before us deals with basically two
issues. It deals with weapons of mass destruction, and it deals with
the subject of Saddam’s support for terrorism.
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The gentleman’s amendment is silent on the subject of terrorism,
which I believe is a severe oversight. My feeling is that the basic
approach of the gentleman is parallel to the resolution before us.
We all favor a diplomatic solution. We all favor full and unfettered
inspections which, if in fact they are allowed to unfold in such a
manner, would result in depriving Iraq of weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

But since the gentleman’s amendment is silent on the subject of
international terrorism and it would reopen complex, many-weeks-
long negotiations, I am compelled to oppose it.

Chairman HYDE. Is there anyone who wishes to be heard? Mr.
Delahunt.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I support the amend-
ment. I think, as Mr. Lantos indicated, it is a well-thought-out
amendment. I would suggest that the deletion of the “whereas”
clauses that refer to terrorism, as Mr. Sherman indicated, are ap-
propriate, given the fact that logic would demand, if pursued to a
conclusion, that a precedent would be established whereby some 60
or 70 countries would be appropriate targets in the future for mili-
tary invasion.

I have a quote here from the most recent report by the Depart-
ment of State relative to terrorism and state sponsors of terrorism.
Let me begin the quote:

“Iran remained the most active state sponsor of terrorism in
2001,” the most active sponsor in state terrorism. “It continues
to be involved in the planning and support of terrorist acts and
supported a variety of groups that used terrorism to pursue
their goals. Since the outbreak of the Intifada, support has in-
tensified for the Palestinian groups that use violence against
Israel. Iran continues to provide Hezbollah, Hamas, PFLP,
with funding, safe havens, training and weapons.”

Now, while Iraq allegedly and clearly does support some of the
smaller terrorist groups, it has no relationships with the groups
that I just enumerated—Hezbollah and Hamas—and as Senator
Graham indicated in an op-ed piece that he wrote, the focus on
Iraq is actually a distraction from the campaign against terrorism.
It lists Syria and Iran as countries that should be at the front of
any agency efforts against state sponsors of terrorism.

He went on to say,

“Iraq should not be the priority, given the President’s own cri-
teria: countries that were accomplices in the September 11 at-
tack or provided a sanctuary for terrorist groups.”

Again, now, I am quoting Senator Graham, who, by the way, is the
Chairman of the Senate Intelligence Committee.

“By these two standards, Iraq does not make it very high on
the list of a terrorist state. The focus should be on countries
that have a significant al-Qaeda presence or terrorist training
camps. These are primarily in Syria and in Syrian-controlled
areas of Lebanon and in Iran.”

I think we should be reminded of the fact that it was Saudi Ara-
bia, Pakistan, and the United Arab Emirates that recognized the
Taliban regime in Afghanistan, not Iraq.
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So, again, I think that this is an amendment that makes sense,
for the reasons articulated by the gentleman from California, Mr.
Sherman, and if he wants any of my additional time, I would be
happy to yield.

Mr. LaNTOS. Would my friend yield to me?

Mr. SHERMAN. He has offered to yield to me and I would like to
use a little of our time, and I will yield to our Ranking Member.

I would point out two things, and that is that while Iran has a
nuclear weapons program that is also of concern, if we were to in-
vade countries based on their support for terrorism, Syria would
outrank Iraq, and various other countries have at least tolerated
“private” support for terrorism, including the toleration of the
Saudi Arabian regime.

Second, I would point out if we embark on an approach where
we are demanding highly intrusive inspections, then either we get
those inspections and avoid war while achieving disarmament, or
Saddam refuses to allow for real inspections and then when we go
to war, we do so with considerably more international support and
considerably more domestic support than we would have otherwise.
An approach that seems to say we want to invade no matter what
Saddam does, I think puts us in a weaker diplomatic position.

Whatever time is left, with Mr. Delahunt’s permission, I yield to
Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. Well, I merely would like to say to my good friend
from Massachusetts that, as always, his logic 1s impeccable, and I
largely agree with the points he makes. In the broader context, to
argue that there are 60 countries in which there are terrorist cells,
while accurate, does not indicate to me that the United States
should simultaneously declare war on 60 countries. I trust that is
not what my friend is recommending.

We are now dealing with Iraq. Iraq is developing weapons of
mass destruction. Iraq has weapons of mass destruction. Iraq also
is supportive of terrorist activities. The resolution that was agreed
to by the bipartisan leadership and the White House makes both
of these points. Leaving out matters of terrorism weakens our reso-
lution. Iraq has many crimes to its credit, including its historic be-
havior, its current development of weapons of mass destruction,
and its current support of terrorism, as exemplified by the payment
of $25,000 to families of suicide bombers. And to leave those as-
pects out of the resolution makes the resolution incomplete and in-
accurate. Which compels me, in addition to the need to renegotiate
the whole matter, which is palpably an infeasible undertaking, it
makes me firm in my opposition to the amendment of my friend
from California.

Mr. SHERMAN. If I can reclaim Bill’s time, which I have partially
yielded to Mr. Lantos, if someone is being executed for murder, we
identify that that is the reason they are being executed. We do not
read a list of their other crimes, because we want to make it clear
that the reason that that capital punishment is being imposed is
for capital murder. We don’t want to indicate that any number of
shoplifting convictions or burglaries or even attempts at murder
are reasons to lead to capital punishment.

Saddam has committed many crimes, far more vicious than any
crime a single individual could commit. These include the support
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for terrorism. These include his gassing of his own people. But if
we identify in this resolution—I would be happy to pass a resolu-
tion listing all of Saddam’s crimes. I think we passed several of
them through this Committee—but if we identify in this resolution
a host of crimes of Saddam that are not the reasons for the use of
force, then we leave the image that oppressing one’s own people or
providing money to suicide bombers, in attacking Israel, et cetera,
that these are crimes that justify American invasion, and then we
pass a resolution that begs the question: Why are we invading Iraq
and not Syria?

If we have a simple resolution that draws that distinction, that
says yes, Congress has passed many resolutions attacking
Saddam’s many crimes, but it is the threat to the United States
posed by his weapons of mass destruction, those that he possesses
and those he is trying to develop. If we make this a simple resolu-
tion, then we do not beg questions and create inconsistencies.

I yield to Mr. Delahunt the remainder of his time.

Mr. DELAHUNT. I thank the Chair for his indulgence. I think my
time might have expired. I will just take a moment just to even re-
inforce the points made by my friend, Mr. Sherman. I think it is
important for us to remember that the rest of the world will be ex-
amining and parsing the language of this resolution.

Now, many of us, I am sure, have perused the “whereas” clauses
that are abundant. But as the gentleman indicated, there is a cer-
tain precedent that is being established by our action here in this
Committee, and to lay out the case against Saddam Hussein in the
course of the preamble and referencing specific instances of viola-
tion of human rights, of crimes against humanity, and specific acts
of terrorism, I daresay will cause great concern among the inter-
national community, with speculation as to who is next.

If we are concerned about the weapons of mass destruction and
the behavior of nations that we find repugnant in terms of their
ideology, in terms of their political system, in terms of how they
treat their own citizens, and if we are willing to authorize preemp-
tive, unilateral military intervention, what does that say about the
United States? When can we expect a similar resolution before us
dealing with Iran, dealing with North Korea? Both of those nations
are further along in the development of nuclear devices than Iraq,
and both of those nations possess weapons of mass destruction
now.

Are their intentions any less hostile to the United States? Do
they pose less of a threat to our national security than Iraq?

I daresay no. In fact, I would submit that both of those nations,
original members of the axis-of-evil club, pose a significantly great-
er danger to the United States and to our interests in Iragq.

My friend Mr. Lantos talks about the terrorist acts that Hussein
has committed. Yes. But I daresay in terms of regional stability in
the Middle East, they are far less in terms of their magnitude than
Iran. I don’t think there is significant dispute in terms of who is
supporting those groups that are creating the tensions and the acts
of terrorism in Israel today.

We know that Hamas is responsible for encouragement of suicide
bombers. It is clear that Hamas is supported by Iran.
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I think that we are making a terrible mistake if we don’t adopt
the Sherman amendment. I was unaware that the gentleman from
California was going to propose this amendment, but I think it is
of real significance and will encourage my colleagues to review it
and give it careful consideration. I intend to vote in support of it,
and compliment the gentleman for the amendment.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. Bereuter.

Mr. BEREUTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Actually, T would like to follow directly on the gentleman from
Massachusetts’s comments, because he makes some very inter-
esting points about when it is we are going to use preemptive mili-
tary force. Despite the fact that Saddam Hussein has violated a
dozen U.N. Security Council resolutions, I think the only one that
is relevant, the only one that justifies preemptive use of military
force, is the demonstrated willingness to use weapons of mass de-
struction—not simply that he has them, because unfortunately, as
the gentleman points out, North Korea and Iran also seek to have
nuclear weapons, and in my judgment, North Korea has nuclear
weapons. But we haven’t witnessed that demonstrated willingness
to use them that Saddam Hussein has provided us with respect to
the Iran-Iraq war and the Iraqi Kurdish population itself.

Now, I think that the focus, therefore, the only logical, the only
reasonable time that we have to consider the preemptive use of
military force is when we have an adversary who is willing to use
those weapons of mass destruction and has demonstrated it.

The focus of the gentleman’s amendments, the gentleman from
California is on the inspection process; and I would like to feel com-
fortable that an unfettered, unconditional weapons inspection pro-
gram for weapons of mass destruction would be adequate. I don’t.
First of all, I cannot imagine—and we are seeing demonstrated
now—that we will have unlimited, unconditional access for inter-
national inspectors in Iraq. Remember, too, that Iraq is a very big
country and that Saddam Hussein has had 10-plus years now to
conceal the stocks and the production capabilities he has for bio-
logical and chemical weapons and to conceal a nuclear development
program.

We have important methods for determining where such stocks
are; in some respects, if we are allowed to use them, we have ca-
pacities beyond what is publicly known.

Unfortunately, it is almost impossible to find biological weapons
stocks. No matter how intrusive the inspection process, no matter
the technology we have already developed, that is near unto impos-
sible. Therefore, while I expect that this process is going to be used
if we enable him to drag out this process, and we will have back-
and-forth situations with Saddam Hussein and demands that pal-
aces and other facilities are off limits; and we will have delays get-
ting inspectors in there, even when they are finally there—if that
ever happens, which I doubt—we are not going to be able to find
biological weapons.

That is what it comes down to, and I think that fact should not
escape us.

Therefore, I think the gentleman’s amendment, while well in-
tended, does not focus on the right issue. It cannot be focused on
the weapons inspection process.
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I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SHERMAN. Thank you. I think there are two separate issues.
One is, under this resolution that I propose, will Saddam be able
to play games, defer inspections, prevent inspections, demand con-
ditions on inspections? And the answer is clearly “no,” as shown on
page 3 and, in particular, section 2 of the resolution. It defines a
robust weapons inspection and disarmament program as requiring
teams with leadership that the President of the United States ac-
cepts.

Mr. BEREUTER. Reclaiming my time, I recognize those facts; and
he can delay until, for example, October 31st. But even if, in fact,
at the end of the day, we get their so-called “unfettered, uncondi-
tional access,” it is not going to be adequate to assure ourselves
that biological weapons are not there and not made available to
terrorist organizations as well.

That is why I think the gentleman’s amendment, or substitute,
fails. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SHERMAN. The second point is, will inspections be adequate?
And we did hear from Richard Perle and from the gentleman from
Nebraska that inspections would not be adequate, especially with
regard to biological weapons.

First, I would point out that no system is perfect. Invasion is not
a perfect solution either. First, it involves thousands of Americans
and perhaps tens of thousands of Iraqi deaths.

But second, we would expect Saddam to use whatever he has.
And third, we would expect him to share all of his secrets and in-
formation with the worst scoundrels on the planet, just as the
Nazis put into a submarine all of their nuclear secrets and sent
that submarine toward Imperial Japan.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The Chair recognizes himself to strike the last word.

I urge my colleagues to vote against this well-intended, inter-
esting amendment for several reasons. Most importantly it
unravels the agreement reached between the Democratic leader-
ship in the House, the Republican leadership in the House, and the
White House. The arguments contained—asserted on behalf of Mr.
Sherman’s amendment were all considered by those who labori-
ously and lengthily negotiated the resolution, and for one reason or
another they were rejected.

The amendment offered by the gentleman emphasizes weapons of
mass destruction and does not talk or admit to the threat of con-
ventional attacks on U.S. forces, on their neighbors in the Gulf re-
gion. It undercuts regime change. There are many problems with
it.

However, it is not without merit. It is a thoughtful amendment.
It just is inappropriate in the present posture where we are at-
tempting to pass the text that has been agreed upon by so many
people.

I would suggest to Mr. Sherman that mention of his resolution
and its content will be included in the record—I might add, favor-
able mention. So it isn’t a total loss.

But I would like to move to a vote on this.

I hear three “Mr. Chairmans”.

Mr. Paul. Mr. Paul, you are recognized.
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Mr. PAUL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to speak in favor
of the amendment.

It is not the type of amendment that I would have drawn up. It
does recognize the authority of the United Nations, and I do not
believe our national security interests and our national sovereignty
should depend on the United Nations, but nevertheless this amend-
ment is a big improvement over the current resolution. So I will
support this amendment.

But I think it is important to note that the process that we are
dealing with is very important. As I mentioned yesterday, we
should not forget that the overall philosophy of our foreign policy
brings us to events like this because our philosophy and our foreign
policy for 50 years have been designed not to declare war, but to
slip into war, get sanction of war by the United Nations, and also
to give our Presidents more power and authority than the Constitu-
tion gives them.

So I want to remind my colleagues of that as well as of the short-
comings of this war. Because it really isn’t a war in national de-
fense. We have not been attacked. So I think we should continue
to remember that and that we deal with the process, we deal with
the philosophy and we deal with the wisdom, or lack of wisdom, for
the war.

This resolution moves in the direction of restraint, making use
of the United Nations in a reasonable fashion, under today’s cir-
cumstances, which I think is much better than getting—pressuring
the United Nations to rubber-stamp our efforts to go to war in the
name of peace.

Because, of course, you don’t go to the United Nations to declare
war. There is no provision for that. The United Nations can only
pursue peace. That is why when you go to war under the United
Nations banner, it is not called war. They don’t declare war; they
call this a “police action” or a “mission for peace.” I think it is mis-
use of words and terminology, and we should home in on what we
are doing here.

We are talking about war. We are talking about going to war.
And I support this resolution because I think it will make us stop
and think a little more carefully without a total rejection of the
international order that exists, that I would like to someday chal-
lenge, and I continue to challenge. But we should continue to watch
this.

Mr. DELAHUNT. I want to take the opportunity to respond to the
gentleman from Nebraska, in his distinguishing between Saddam
Hussein and North Korea and Iran, in terms of propensity to—or
in the case of Iraq, having demonstrated the willingness to—use
weapons of mass destruction.

Well, to set the record straight, the Gulf War occurred in 1990.
It has been reported in a variety of venues that the message was
sent clearly and unequivocally by Secretary Baker, and I believe
now, Secretary of State Powell, that if there was the utilization of
chemical or biological warfare, there would be a devastating re-
sponse by the United States.

The reality is, he did not use weapons of mass destruction during
the course of the Gulf War. Unless I am incorrect, there have been
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only two occasions when Saddam Hussein utilized weapons of mass
destruction; one was in 1988 against the Kurds in northern Iraq.

Mr. PAUL. May I retrieve my time, because the time is running
out.

Later, when I have more time, I would like to admit some evi-
dence to the Committee that really challenges even that assump-
tion about what happened with the Kurds, and it comes from a
Pentagon report. So I would like to follow up on that later.

But if you can, you can go ahead and finish.

Mr. DELAHUNT. I would just conclude by saying that the United
States, at that point in time, was fully aware of his use of weapons
of mass destruction; and we didn’t hear a peep out of the then-Ad-
ministration in terms of condemning that horrific act.

And the reality is, also, that we were fully aware that during the
course of the war against Iran by Iraq that there was the utiliza-
tion of weapons of mass destruction

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. DELAHUNT [continuing]. Against the Iranian army.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Menendez.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I intend to support Mr. Sherman’s amendment
even though I have some concerns of some of the “whereas” clauses
that he has included. But I heard the President go before the
United Nations and say to the United Nations that if you do not
want to be irrelevant, then you must act.

In essence what Mr. Sherman is doing is listening to what the
President said before the United Nations and giving that body and
our allies an opportunity to see whether that organization can
function and we do not have to go it alone.

Now, if you go before the United Nations as the head of this
country and you say to them that, in fact, you want them to act
because if they do not act, the whole organization is irrelevant. You
will send the message which is, in essence, what is being sent to
the Administration that, guess what, we think you are irrelevant
anyhow, and we are not even going to wait or try to engage in a
way in which we can seek the broad opportunity to have a coalition
through the United Nations to act in the way that Mr. Sherman
has in this resolution—which is a very short time period.

Today is October 3rd, he is saying, by October 31st this has to
happen. By the time this actually passes, there will be very little
time, so he is talking about an incredibly short time period. But at
least we are putting the United Nations and our allies on notice.
He is talking about a very robust weapons inspection and disar-
mament program. That is what we say we want in pursuit of
United Nations resolutions that have called for such an effort.

If we don’t want to have this long-range attitude and perception
in the world, this is probably the best opportunity to seek a multi-
lateral effort in an incredibly truncated period of time with the
type of robust activity that we are seeking. In essence what we are
saying is, before we even try, we are just going to obviate—that is
just a, you know, window dressing at best.

Now, I would be happy when I finish my statement—because
others have spoken already—to yield.
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When, in fact, I hear consistently that any amendment would
disturb that which the Democratic/Republican leadership and the
Administration have put together, I would remind my colleagues—
that sure don’t need to be reminded on this fact—that none of them
elected any of us individually to the United States House of Rep-
resentatives. It is the people from our respective districts that sent
us here to pass judgment on many questions that affect their lives,
including war and peace and life and death. And in that regard,
that is a hollow argument for me to listen to, that this Committee
and this Congress are merely a rubber stamp for what a handful
of leaders decide would be the course of events for this country and
for all of our people. I didn’t get elected by any of those individuals.
I have great respect for all of them, but they cannot take my vote,
nor should the call be made to rubber-stamp a vote on an issue of
such national importance and national significance.

I think that if we cannot adopt Mr. Sherman’s amendment that
provides for a very short period of time, that provides for robust in-
spection, that seeks a multilateral effort that we have ostensibly
had our President go before and say, we want you to act if you
want to be significant; and if you want to be insignificant, don’t act,
well that implies that we are willing to act with them.

And I think Mr. Sherman’s amendment should be adopted. It, in
fact, is in pursuit of what the President told the world community
when he appeared before them.

I would be happy to yield.

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentleman.

I just would remind our colleagues that section 2(b)(1) and (2)
says that determination to be made by the President, commu-
nicated to the Congress, is that the U.S. has made all appropriate
diplomatic and peaceful means to ensure compliance, including the
weapons of mass destruction resolution; and second, that those ef-
forts have not been and would not be successful in obtaining such
compliance.

It does not preclude the possibility that we would have, in fact,
a weapons inspection regime attempted.

Mr. MENENDEZ. I would say to the gentleman that from the
words of this Administration, they have already taken the view
that that has been tried and been unsuccessful. So I think that
that statement is a rather hollow proposition. That is why we, in
fact, have a resolution before us that basically authorizes the Presi-
dent, well before he might take any action, to pursue action. And
I think that undercuts.

This, at least, sends a very clear message that we have a certain
time for us to seek the support of the United Nations to be relative
in a world order.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, as we meet, our diplomats at the
United Nations are doing their utmost to achieve the goals the gen-
tleman from California seeks. We are currently in the process of
engaging all members of the United Nations Security Council to
join us in demanding unfettered, unlimited inspections throughout
Iraq, with no presidential hiding places exempt from any investiga-
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tﬁ)n as to whether in fact weapons of mass destruction are hidden
there.

This amendment effectively encourages the Administration to do
what is in fact current U.S. diplomatic policy and what in fact are
current U.S. diplomatic efforts. Our Secretary of State and our Am-
bassador to the United Nations are doing precisely what the gen-
tleman from California is asking for. Therefore, the amendment I
believe is, as I suggested earlier, redundant, incomplete, and
unravels a carefully crafted bipartisan compromise.

I would not be as disdainful of that compromise resolution as
some of my colleagues are. It was not easy for the Democratic lead-
ership of this body, and I paid high tribute to Leader Mr. Gephardt
yesterday and the Republican Speaker of the House and the White
House to hammer out an agreement which, at the end of the day,
obviously will enjoy strong bipartisan support.

So it is not a meaningless argument that agreement has been
reached. We were all elected by our constituents, but we also un-
derstand the nature of what a representative form of government
means; and leadership can present to the body a bipartisan resolu-
tion, which is precisely what we are debating at this moment.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. The question occurs on the amendment.

Mr. SHERMAN. You will remember you promised me a chance to
close.

Chairman HYDE. Oh, Mr. Sherman, do you think you have been
shortchanged on time?

Mr. SHERMAN. I think I have spoken at length, but I think quite
of number of people weren’t here to hear most of my comments.

Chairman HYDE. All right. Mr. Sherman, 2 minutes.

Mr. SHERMAN. Thank you.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Does that mean no one else will be allowed to
speak on this?

Chairman HYDE. No. It means you are going to sit here and lis-
ten to Mr. Sherman for 2 minutes, and I want your full attention.

Mr. ACKERMAN. I would be delighted.

Mr. SHERMAN. I regret the pain of the next 2 minutes.

This does not unravel a complete agreement. Keep in mind the
leadership of the United States Senate has not signed off on this
agreement. But far more important, this is a markup by the Com-
mittee that is supposed to deal with the foreign policy of the
United States. And a markup is not supposed to be using a rubber
stamp to mark a document. This is the Committee that is supposed
to debate and, perhaps, change the resolution put before us.

Second, inspections are not a bad idea. Half the Administration
thinks that is the way to go, perhaps more than half. Right now,
as Mr. Menendez points out, we are at the United Nations implor-
ing them to give us a resolution that is probably very close to the
text I have drafted. So this resolution is not a departure from
American foreign policy. It is a departure from our foreign policy
announced by some in Washington, but it is a mirror of what our
policy is in New York.

How can we be imploring the U.N. to demand robust, total in-
spections and then at the same time leave open to the President
the possibility that he may get what he is asking for from the
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United Nations and then say, no, he agrees with Richard Perle, in-
spections are not enough, we are going to invade even after we
have been given what we want. We should not pass a resolution
that gives the President a blank check to either do what we are
saying we want to do at the U.N. or do what Richard Perle and
perhaps Dick Cheney want us to do.

Let us, instead, pass a resolution that is consistent with the posi-
tion that we are taking at the U.N., highly intrusive inspections,
and if we don’t get them——

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired again.

The gentleman from California, Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

In a number of ways, I like Mr. Sherman’s amendment better
than I like the base text, if it was just up to me. But I am going
to oppose the amendment, and I want to use this time to address
the comments of both Mr. Menendez and Mr. Sherman about our
role.

They are both absolutely right. We were not elected by the lead-
ership of either party or by the White House to our positions. We
are individual Members of Congress, responsible to our conscience
and our constituents and mandated to use our best judgment. We
are not rubber stamps.

This Committee has jurisdiction and has every right in the world
to try and shape and clean up a resolution, particularly something
as important as a resolution which essentially authorizes the use
of force and is the way we have chosen to try and exercise our con-
stitutional responsibility.

So now the question comes, how do each of you choose to exercise
that function? And here, I guess I would like to make my plea for
what I see as the big picture.

Mr. Bereuter is correct, there are inherent limitations in an in-
spection program in a country where the dictator has every reason,
total evidence of a history of wanting to hide what he is doing, to
lie, to connive, to conceal, to play the bait-and-switch game. There
are tremendous limitations.

The Administration is now pursuing a course to go to the U.N.,
as Mr. Lantos said, to get that kind of a robust inspection regime
approved. That regime, if it can go into place, can disrupt, discover,
impede, and to some extent disarm certain aspects of Iraq’s weap-
ons program.

But the real goal here is to create what I think all of us think
is better than unilateral action, which is to create a multilateral
dynamic, first for inspections and compliance and disarmament,
and compliance with Security Council resolutions. Secondly, to
build up the base of support for what we might have to do if he
impedes, as I think he will, that process.

We adopt this amendment, that unravels the deal, that causes
the Republican leadership to change the text on the House Floor.
We start losing some of the basis for an ability for a bipartisan ma-
jority to stand with the Administration in pursuit of this goal and
we hurt what I think many people would like to see, which is our
opportunity to maximize the chance that the U.N. Security Council
in the first instance, and a broad, multilateral group of nations in
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the second instance will act both on inspections and on the enforce-
ment of the effort to disarm.

Because unlike the Chairman, I believe—I want to see regime
change in Iraq, but I believe the justification for a regime change
in Iraq by the use of force has to be directly tied to disarming his
weapons of mass destruction. Unfortunately, I am pretty close to
the conclusion, that may be the only way we get the disarmament
of his weapons of mass destruction.

But that is the purpose of the regime change, the two are linked.
And so I would argue that if we come to—start looking at this text
as lawyers and which one better defines—which amendment better
defines our feelings about all this. We are defeating the bigger pic-
ture, which is to put together a political consensus in this country
that says we stand with the Administration in his effort, in the
President’s effort to get the United Nations to take this issue seri-
ously, and ultimately, if necessary, to use force. And that that is
a bigger reason to vote on each of these amendments, again, than
the appeal and the logic of the text of any particular amendment.

So that is why I am going to oppose this and other amendments
even, as in the case of this one, where I find that it more perfectly
fits my own thinking about how we should be dealing with this
issue.

Chairman HYDE. Who seeks recognition?

Mr. PAYNE. The fellow from New dJersey. I don’t know if I am a
gentleman.

Chairman HYDE. Yes, indeed you are. Mr. Payne.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would certainly like to
express my support for the Sherman amendment. I am really not
very enamored or enthusiastic about any of the amendments. How-
ever, I do think that the one that Mr. Sherman has put forth cer-
tainly clarifies the issues.

The resolutions of the U.N. 60, 61 and 62, 63, 64, 65, 67, all of
these are incorporated in our current resolution. I agree that we
say that Saddam Hussein must respect each of these resolutions.

Of course, one of the resolutions is the repressing of its citizen
population. Now, our allies, the Philippines—I mean, you can go
right down the line, Turkey, some of the New Independent Repub-
lics that are siding with us. If we start going down—and I would
love for every country not to repress its own citizens. We are even
striving for more a perfect union here in the United States of
America. But for that to be one of the resolutions that we should
use as a reason that would justify, with these other eight or nine
U.N. resolutions, I think it clouds the issue.

I think that Mr. Sherman’s resolution clarifies some of the
issues. I think that it is great that there has been a leadership
team at the White House that has worked this out, the big picture,
the bipartisan group. I don’t know who has been in there express-
ing my views. I am not sure it is my leadership, because I have
not heard the discussions of the things that are coming and reso-
nating in my district about this war and the proposals that we see
before us. And so, in true effect, my voice has not been heard there
at these negotiations, so I am not unraveling anything that I was
a part of.
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So, therefore, I think that the Brad Sherman resolution makes
a lot of sense, and I urge its adoption.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Ackerman.

Before you commence, Mr. Ackerman, I want to announce there
are nine amendments still at the desk. We are going to finish this
today. This is a getaway day, and the longer everybody talks and
the more people to talk, the tougher it gets toward the end of the
day for everybody else who wants to say something.

There is plenty of opportunity to be heard. I am not going to shut
anybody off, but I plead with you to be mindful of the strictures
on time that we find ourselves in.

Mr. Ackerman.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just in response to
my colleague from New dJersey, I would like to say that my point
of view was represented by my leadership. I think most of our
points of view were. They weren’t necessarily heeded by the other
side, but I think that they were represented.

Just because we don’t get our way doesn’t mean we weren’t prop-
erly represented. We don’t always get our way; we don’t always win
the votes. In a democracy, we have to live with that.

With regard to this very reasonable, rational and probably supe-
rior amendment than what is before us, I would like to make a few
points. And I will oppose this amendment. And it is not because
we are a rubber stamp. This is getting a full hearing and a full de-
bate before this Committee, and we can do whatever we choose,
and the House can do whatever it chooses. And that is the dif-
ference between this government and the government in Iraq and
so many others.

With regard to the litany of things that are deleted from this
amendment, that is pointed out by the maker of the motion and
some previous speakers, a lot of the things are not necessarily rea-
sons to go to war; most of them are not. And as Mr. Sherman
pointed out quite properly, in a court of law, when somebody is on
trial for capital murder, you don’t bring up the fact that he had a
parking ticket.

That is true, but we are not talking about somebody accused of
not paying their parking tickets or walking through a red light. Be-
fore us—if there is an analogy, before us in the court of public opin-
ion stands not a vestal virgin, but someone who has already been
found guilty, by almost everybody who has seen the evidence, of
committing some of the most heinous crimes in the history of this
century. You don’t need a trial to come to that conclusion.

What we have before us is somebody who has already been found
guilty and is a recidivist and is being sentenced before that court
of world opinion. And this whole litany—while each of these things,
in and of themselves, as individual items that have been taken out,
do not necessarily meet the standard of a capital crime or a reason
for declaring war—is nonetheless a reminder, as is permitted in a
court of law prior to sentencing, to look at the record of who you
have before you, who is a heinous, murderous criminal, somebody
who murdered the father of his own grandchildren because they
were talking about him, giving away his secrets.

What we have here is not just somebody who lives next door,
who is a gun or knife collector and may have a very huge collection,
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but somebody who may have only one or three or six weapons but
is shooting up the hole darned neighborhood.

That is the real difference when we are looking at this govern-
ment and some other governments and saying, why don’t we attack
this one and that one, and who is next on our list. Anyone who
meets that profile of both having weapons of mass destruction and
acting with them in a murderous way should be on this list.

Right now, we have one person so accused. That is the issue that
we are dealing with. We are not dealing with Finland and we are
not dealing with North Korea. If the North Koreans were using
those weapons of mass destruction against their neighbors, that
would be a separate case and justifiably brought before the U.N.
and brought before this body.

The people in New York are working very hard. I had the oppor-
tunity to be in the United Nations the day the President spoke, to-
gether with Mr. Gilman and Mr. Issa, and met with our team as-
sembled there. They are doing a yeoman job trying to convince the
United Nations to be focused on this, and I think they are going
to be successful. They can’t be successful if they have a divided
Congress and a divided American people over this.

Certainly we want to be part of the international community, but
if we want them to act, they have to know America has some re-
solve on this issue. If we are going to wait until Saddam Hussein
lets the inspectors in—I already saw the movie. If you watch the
same movie again and again and again and expect a different end-
ing, then you are squandering the fare of admission. While we are
doing that, the situation is only going to get worse.

And while, in the ideal, this amendment would be something
that I would like to vote for, the practicality of the situation in
which we find ourselves argues against it.

I yield back the balance.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The question occurs on the amendment. All those in favor, say
aye.

Opposed, nay. In the opinion of the Chair, the noes have it.

Mr. SHERMAN. I request a recorded vote.

Chairman HYDE. A recorded vote is requested. The clerk will call
the roll.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GILMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman votes no.

Mr. Leach.

Mr. LEACH. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Leach votes no.

Mr. Bereuter.

Mr. BEREUTER. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Bereuter votes no.

Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith votes no.

Mr. Burton.

Mr. BURTON. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Burton votes no.

Mr. Gallegly.
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Mr. GALLEGLY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gallegly votes no.
Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. No.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes no.
Mr. Ballenger.

Mr. BALLENGER. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Ballenger votes no.
Mr. Rohrabacher.

[No response.]

Ms. RUusH. Mr. Royce.

Mr. Royck. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Royce votes no.
Mr. King.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Chabot votes no.
Mr. Houghton.

Mr. HouGHTON. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Houghton votes no.
Mr. McHugh.

Mr. McHUGH. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. McHugh votes no.
Mr. Cooksey.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Tancredo.

Mr. TANCREDO. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Tancredo votes no.
Mr. Paul.

Mr. PAUL. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Paul votes yes.
Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. No.
Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith votes no.
Mr. Pitts.

Mr. PrrTSs. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Pitts votes no.
Mr. Cantor.

Mr. CANTOR. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Cantor votes no.
Mr. Flake.

Mr. FLAKE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Flake votes no.
Mr. Issa.

Mr. IssA. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Issa votes no.
Mr. Kerns.

Mr. KERNS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Kerns votes no.
Mrs. Davis.

Mrs. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. No.

Ms. RusH. Mrs. Davis votes no.
Mr. Green.
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. GREEN. No.

. RusH. Mr. Green votes no.

. Lantos.

. LANTOS. No.

. RusH. Mr. Lantos votes no.

. Berman.

. BERMAN. No.

. RusH. Mr. Berman votes no.

. Ackerman.

. ACKERMAN. No.

. RUsH. Mr. Ackerman votes no.
. Faleomavaega.

. FALEOMAVAEGA. No.

. RusH. Mr. Faleomavaega votes no.
. Payne.

. PAYNE. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Payne votes yes.

. Menendez.

. MENENDEZ. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Menendez votes yes.
. Brown.

. BROWN. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Brown votes yes.

. McKinney.

response.]

. RusH. Mr. Hilliard.

. HILLIARD. Aye.

. RusH. Mr. Hilliard votes yes.
. Sherman.

. SHERMAN. Aye.

. RusH. Mr. Sherman votes yes.
. Wexler.

. WEXLER. No.

. RusH. Mr. Wexler votes no.

. Davis.

. DAVIS OF FLORIDA. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Davis votes yes.

. Engel.

. ENGEL. No.

. RusH. Mr. Engel votes no.

. Delahunt.

. DELAHUNT. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Delahunt votes yes.
. Meeks.

. MEEKS. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Meeks votes yes.

. Lee.

. LEE. No.

. RUSH. Ms. Lee votes no.

. Crowley.

. CROWLEY. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Crowley votes yes.
. Hoeffel.

. HOEFFEL. Yes.
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Ms. RusH. Mr. Hoeffel votes yes.

Mr. Blumenauer.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Aye.

Ms. RuUsH. Mr. Blumenauer votes yes.

Ms. Berkley.

Ms. BERKLEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Berkley votes no.

Mrs. Napolitano.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mrs. Napolitano votes yes.

Mr. Schiff.

Mr. SCHIFF. Aye.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Schiff votes yes.

Ms. Watson.

Ms. WATSON. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Watson votes yes.

Mr. RusH. Mr. Hyde.

Chairman HYDE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hyde votes no.

Mr. King.

Mr. KiNG. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. King votes no.

Chairman HYDE. The clerk will report.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Chairman, on this vote there are 15 ayes and 31
noes.

Chairman HYDE. And the amendment is not agreed to.

Are there further amendments?

Mr. Smith, Mr. Smith of Michigan’s amendment. The clerk will
report the amendment.

[The information referred to follows:]
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ILL.C.

AMENDMENT TO H. J. RES. 114

OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF MICHIGAN

In the 4th clause of the preamble, strike “Iraq” the
first place such term appears and insert ‘“‘the current

Iraqi regime”.

In the 6th clause of the preamble, strike “Iraq” in-

sert “‘the current Iraqi regime”.

In the 7th clause of the preamble, strike “Iraq’” the
first place such term appears and insert “the current
Iraqi regime”.

In the 16th clause of the preamble, strike “Iraq’s re-
pression”” and insert “the repression of the current Iraqi
regime”’.

In the 18th clause of the preamble, strike “Iraq’” in-

sert “‘Saddam Hussein and the current Iraqi regime”.

In the 19th clause of the preamble, strike “Iraq’s”

insert “‘the current Iraqi regime’s”.
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Ms. RusH. Amendment offered by Mr. Smith of Michigan. In the
fourth clause of the preamble, strike Iraq, the first place such term
appears and insert the current Iraqi regime.

In the 6th clause of the preamble, strike Iraq

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. I would move, Mr. Chairman, the
amendment could be considered as read.

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, so ordered. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes in support of his amendment.

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. Mr. Chairman, earlier this year in H.dJ.
Res. 75, this Committee, in criticizing Saddam Hussein and the
Iraqi regime, accepted my amendment to change the word Iraq—
implying the people of Iraq too much, I thought—and we changed
that resolution to substitute the Iraqi regime.

In this resolution, there are 23 paragraphs setting out the condi-
tions or, if you will, 23 “whereas” paragraphs. Five of those para-
graphs, I think, are in my amendment. I have picked out five of
those paragraphs to change Iraq to particularly identify Saddam
Hussein or the Iraqi regime.

And briefly going through the resolution, if you want to bring up
the particular paragraphs that I deal with in my amendment, on
page 2 the second “whereas” on that page is, Whereas Iraq in di-
rect and flagrant violation of the cease-fire, and instead of Iraq in-
sert the current Iraqi regime.

The last “whereas” on page 2 is, Whereas Iraq, and that—poses
a continuing threat to the national security, and that is changed
to the current Iraqi regime.

Just a footnote, I think it is very, very important that we be clear
that our contest, our dispute, is not with the people of Iraq. They
are our friends. We have helped them in the past; we will continue
to help them. A lot of the Iraqi people will support our efforts to
overthrow and replace the tyranny.

On page 3, for example, it says Iraq persists in engaging in bru-
tal repression of Iraq. It is much more appropriate, it would seem,
to say the current Iraqi regime persists in engaging in this brutal
repression.

On page—on page 4, there are no changes.

On page 5, again, it says Iraq’s repression of Iraqi’s population.

I know that this is on a fast track. I know that leadership says
no amendments, but I think as the Committee of jurisdiction in the
Congress of the United States, we should consider these amend-
ments for the merit that they might have. I would suggest that it
is very important in this kind of a resolution that we make that
distinction, to make it very, very clear to the best of our ability
that our contest, our fight, our disagreement is not with the Iraqi
people.

Chairman HYDE. Would the gentleman yield?

I thank the gentleman. I congratulate him on a very fine amend-
ment. It reflects the reality. I would urge the gentleman, as a cour-
tesy, to withdraw the amendment. We will mention it in the report
most favorably.

It is the reality that we certainly make the distinction between
Iraq and the people of Iraq and the regime of Iraq, all of those dis-
tinctions are very real and substantive. This amendment has been
drafted. It is agreed to by the Democrats, that is, the Democratic
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leadership, Republican leadership, the White House, Senator
Lott—we are hoping Senator Daschle will come along.

But we don’t want to unravel that agreement, and I think by of-
fering it and debating it, you have made a point that is worth mak-
ing and will be memorialized in the report.

So would the gentleman consider withdrawing?

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. Mr. Chairman, it is very difficult when
such a great Chairman as you requests that I withdraw it. But it
seems to me that it is important that we maintain our strength as
a Committee. What is the sense of a Committee meeting if we are
simply given a resolution and told—no changes, leadership has de-
cided on this.

Each one of us represents an idea. I think this idea has merit.
And at least at this point I would not withdraw until we have addi-
tional discussion on it.

Chairman HYDE. If the gentleman would yield, I appreciate what
you are saying. The reason for having the Committee meeting and
holding out for no amendments is not merely to go through the
form of a meeting, but to give everyone an opportunity to weigh in
on the important issues involved. And I think it has been very val-
uable, a very valuable exercise to let that happen.

But I accept the gentleman’s wishes.

Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I think there is not a Member on
this Committee who does not differentiate between the Iraqi people
and the Saddam Hussein regime. That point is well taken.

However, it is perfectly conceivable that the Saddam Hussein re-
gime may be replaced by an equally odious regime. We are dealing
with the country of Iraq as presently constituted; and whether Sad-
dam is assassinated tomorrow or not, the weapons of mass destruc-
tion are there, the record is there, and I strongly urge my col-
leagues to reject this amendment and to support the underlying
resolution. I yield back.

Chairman HYDE. We have two votes on the Floor, one is a rule
and the other is a previous question. I beg of you to return after
the second vote immediately so we can proceed. This is such an im-
portant issue, and please come back.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Paul.

Mr. PAUL. I would like to speak on the amendment.

Chairman HYDE. Well, okay.

We will stand in recess until after the second vote. Come right
back, please.

[Recess.]

Chairman HYDE. The Committee will come to order.

The amendment of the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Smith, is
the pending order of business, and Congressman Ron Paul of Texas
was about to address the question. So, Mr. Paul, you are recog-
nized. However, before that, what became of the slip I have here?

We have 11 amendments now. I am told the plane going to Ha-
waii for Patsy Mink’s funeral will leave after the last vote, which
is probably the next vote, which means we are getting short on
time. I am going to ask unanimous consent that each and every
amendment be debated, limited to 20 minutes equally divided be-
tween proponent and opponent. Let’s see how far we get.
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Is there any objection?

So ordered.

Mr. Paul, you will take your 5 minutes on Mr. Smith’s amend-
ment.

Mr. PAUL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to speak in favor
of this amendment. I think the gentleman from Michigan makes an
excellent point about the difference between Iraq and the Iraqi peo-
ple versus Saddam Hussein and the current Iraqi regime. There is
a difference. There has always been a difference in war, in turmoil,
the difference between governments and the people.

For this reason, I think it is making this point very clearly. The
concern for civilians and innocents so often is ignored in time of
war. Most times when war is pursued, there is diligence given to
protecting civilians, but frequently this is abused. Certainly, inad-
vertently, there are a lot of civilians who get killed and injured,
and we do not want people to think they are the enemy, because
historically, even on our side, the people who fight the wars never
declare the wars. It is always the government. So you never have
the people who are required to fight, and really the people who are
required to pay the taxes to fight the war—they don’t get to vote
on this.

Certainly the civilians and the innocent people of Iraq are in be-
tween a rock and a hard place. They have this dictator over there
that abuses their liberties, and he has policies that actually injure
them. At the same time, they are about ready to have a war de-
clared against them, and no matter how hard we try, they will be
victimized with this. Hopefully it will come out all right and they
will do better, but history is against that happening.

There is going to be a lot more suffering. At this point, it is not
the Iraqi people we are declaring our actions against, but Saddam
Hussein and his regime.

The one thing we have to remember is that when a country goes
to war, whether we call it a police action or a declaration for peace,
or we get behind U.N. resolutions, war is war. And war is difficult
and war is very expensive. I read an editorial the other day, very
honest and up-front, somebody who advocated the promotion of this
war. At the same time he was up-front and said to do so, the Amer-
ican people ought to know that there will be a need to raise taxes.
There is a likelihood, a much higher likelihood—and he was al-
ready for it—of having the reinstitution of the draft.

If the war goes quickly, maybe this will not be such a burden.
But if the war does not go quickly and easily—and we have had
experience where it doesn’t nearly as well as we think—Korea and
Vietnam were not short. Therefore, we should be prepared and let
the people know that not only are the civilians in Iraq between the
rock and the hard place, those who fight the war and pay for the
war in this country are between the rock and a hard place as well.

That is why I think this amendment is so important in making
an important distinction from the people, the people who fight the
war, but they don’t declare the war, and we have to consider them
as well.

I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentleman for yielding. This may re-
grettably give my Chairman some pain, and I understand the dif-
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ficulties of the leadership for Mr. Hyde and Mr. Lantos, but I do
think Mr. Menendez made a relevant point earlier, and that is we
are sent here to exercise our judgment by our constituencies.

I refuse to put my brain on neutral. We have a lot of expertise
on this Committee—individually and collectively. We don’t always
make the right decisions in this Committee or any of its prede-
cessors, but I think we have a responsibility and an opportunity.
I daresay we have more knowledge on this Committee, among
many Members, than the leadership of the House—that is pushing
this resolution. I think we ought to exercise our judgment on what
is a good amendment and what is not. I support the gentleman’s
amendment.

Mr. BERMAN. If the gentleman will yield further, I am curious
about one thing, because there is much about what the gentleman
from Nebraska says. What if Saddam Hussein bestows upon his
son Uday—whatever his name is—Hussein, the numero uno posi-
tion in Iraq. Is that regime change? Is that a new regime?

Mr. PAUL. If I can reclaim my time, I think you make a very im-
portant point and you raise a big question about what is going to
happen. So just the idea of preemptive strikes and regime changes
raises questions rather than gives answers.

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. If the gentleman will yield so the spon-
sor of the amendment can respond to that?

Mr. BERMAN. The reason I asked that question is to the extent
you limit this to the regime, the current regime, is there something
about essentially an insignificant change in leadership in terms of
the reasons we are talking about this? Does that render null and
void the authorization to use force?

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. If I may respond, on page 5, the only
place where we use “Saddam Hussein” is on page 5, the third
“whereas,” that it says: “Whereas on September 12, 2002, President
Bush committed the United States to work with the United Na-
tions Security Council to meet our common challenge posed by Sad-
dam Hussein and the current Iraqi regime,” that is the only place
where we use the “Saddam Hussein.”

I just would like to point out to my colleagues that this helps
make this resolution consistent. We already use the “Iraqi regime”
in several of the references and “whereases,” namely page 3 and
page 5. On page 3 it is the second “whereas,” the third “whereas,”
and I have included the first “whereas” also on page 3. Out of the
23, I have changed it in 5 locations. I think the message needs to
be emphasized by this Committee that the Iraqi people are friends
of ours and that there is no intention that we include them on the
bad things that this current regime does.

Mr. BERMAN. If the gentleman would yield further for another
question——

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Leach.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, I will be brief. I want to say that this
is not only a reasonable and thoughtful amendment, it is an excep-
tionally important amendment, and it is important because words
matter.

At the beginning of this year we heard a speech that was largely
correct but erred in one regard, and it was one of the most impor-
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tant speeches in modern American history, when we had the notion
that three countries might be evil.

I think it is very important that this body recognize that individ-
uals can be malevolent, possibly evil, and Saddam Hussein fits that
definition. But countries and people are not inherently evil.

What this body is concerned with is a tyrant individual and a re-
gime that is rogue. This body is the people’s body. We speak to the
people of other countries, most particularly Iraq, in this kind of res-
olution. I think it is very important that we divorce Saddam Hus-
sein from the people of Iraq in reference to our concerns.

Therefore, I would suggest that the gentleman has offered an
amendment that is not only consistent with other aspects of the
resolution, but is incredibly important for this body to reflect to the
world. I would urge its adoption.

Chairman HYDE. The Chair recognizes himself.

If Saddam were ousted and were succeeded by another bloody ty-
rant, his son or somebody else, some other person, this would be
relevant. This would not apply.

Yes, we are a Committee and we are a people of intellect and
conscience who were elected by their constituency to use their
brain, and they serve on this Committee to debate issues and to
vote up or down, depending on their predilection. But we also
ought to recognize that being a team player has some benefits, too,
and that this Committee was going to be bypassed, or there was
talk that they would go directly to the Floor with this because they
wanted to avoid 435 secretaries of state writing their own resolu-
tions, which we all could.

Everybody on this Committee could write a resolution, and
maybe a better one than the one we are dealing with. I don’t know.
But to orchestrate an agreement on such a sensitive, critical, con-
sequential point between the Democratic leadership, the Repub-
lican leadership, the White House, Mr. Lott, is no small accom-
plishment. We can sit here and exercise the privilege and the pre-
rogative we have as a Member by voting to change it for the better.
But that unravels the agreement that has been made, and we go
back to zero and start again.

I have a duty to my constituency to vote my conscience, but I am
doing that. I am voting my conscience and supporting this resolu-
tion. I just appeal to everybody to put aside their pride of author-
ship and their linguistic improvements and support the cause that
we are dealing with here today and vindicate my fighting for this
Committee to get jurisdiction.

It is not that we are doing an empty thing. We are thinking
about the consequences of this language, all of us. We are having
input. Some amendments are excellent and deserve to be enshrined
in the report, where they will have relevance for this generation
and future ones. But I am just asking, not demanding, I am not
leaning on anybody, I am not disciplining anybody, I am not refus-
ing to recognize anybody. I am just pleading to support not the
President, but the cause that is embodied in this resolution by
maintaining its integrity.

So I hope the gentleman’s amendment, which is a worthy one, is
not accepted so we can proceed.

So the question rises on the amendment.
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All those in favor, say aye.
Opposed, nay.

In the opinion of the Chair, the nays have it.
Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. I would ask for a rollcall.
Chairman HYDE. The Clerk will call the roll.
Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GiLMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman votes no.
Mr. Leach.

Mr. LEACH. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Leach votes yes.
Mr. Bereuter.

Mr. BEREUTER. Aye.

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Bereuter votes yes.
Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. No.
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Smith votes no.
Mr. Burton.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gallegly.

Mr. GALLEGLY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gallegly votes no.
Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. No.

Ms. RUsH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes no.
Mr. Ballenger.

Mr. BALLENGER. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Ballenger votes no.
Mr. Rohrabacher.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Royce.

[No response.]

Ms. RUsH. Mr. King.

Mr. KING. No.

Ms. RUusH. Mr. King votes no.

Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Chabot votes no.
Mr. Houghton.

Mr. HOUGHTON. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Houghton votes no.
Mr. McHugh.

Mr. McHUGH. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. McHugh votes no.
Mr. Cooksey.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Tancredo.

Mr. TANCREDO. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Tancredo votes yes.
Mr. Paul.

Mr. PAUL. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Paul votes yes.

Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. Aye.
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Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith votes yes.
Mr. Pitts.

Mr. PirTs. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Pitts votes no.
Mr. Issa.

Mr. IssA. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Issa votes no.
Mr. Cantor.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Flake.

Mr. FLAKE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Flake votes no.
Mr. Kerns.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mrs. Davis.

Mrs. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. No.
Ms. RusH. Mrs. Davis votes no.
Mr. Green.

Mr. GREEN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Green votes no.
Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Lantos votes no.
Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Berman votes no.
Mr. Ackerman.

Mr. ACKERMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Ackerman votes no.
Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Faleomavaega votes no.
Mr. Payne.

Mr. PAYNE. Yes.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Payne votes yes.
Mr. Menendez.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Menendez votes yes.
Mr. Brown.

[No response.]

Ms. RUsH. Ms. McKinney.

Ms. McKINNEY. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Ms. McKinney votes yes.
Mr. Hilliard.

Mr. HILLIARD. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hilliard votes yes.
Mr. Sherman.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Wexler.

[No response.]

Mr. Davis.

Mr. DAvVIS OF FLORIDA. Aye.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Davis votes yes.
Mr. Engel.
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Mr. ENGEL. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Engel votes no.

Mr. Delahunt.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Delahunt votes yes.

Mr. Meeks.

Mr. MEEKS. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Meeks votes yes.

Ms. Lee.

Ms. LEE. Aye.

Ms. RUSH. Ms. Lee votes yes.

Mr. Crowley.

Mr. CROWLEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Crowley votes no.

Mr. Hoeffel.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hoeffel votes yes.

Mr. Blumenauer.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Blumenauer votes yes.

Ms. Berkley.

Ms. BERKLEY. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Berkley votes yes.

Mrs. Napolitano.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mrs. Napolitano votes yes.

Mr. Schiff.

Mr. SCHIFF. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Schiff votes no.

Ms. Watson.

Ms. WATSON. Aye.

Ms. RUsH. Ms. Watson votes yes.

Mr. Hyde.

Chairman HYDE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hyde votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Have all voted who wish? Mr. Rohrabacher.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. How am I recorded, Mr. Chairman?

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Rohrabacher has not voted.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Being in great sympathy with the issue, but
greater sympathy with the Chairman, I vote no.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Rohrabacher votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Royce.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Royce has not voted.

Mr. RoYCE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Royce votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Kerns.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Kerns has not voted.

Mr. KeRNS. I vote no.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Kerns votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Burton.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Burton has not voted.

Mr. BURTON. I vote no.

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Burton votes no.

Chairman HYDE. The Clerk will report.
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Ms. RusH. Mr. Chairman, on this vote there are 18 ayes and 26
noes.

Chairman HYDE. Then the amendment is not agreed to.

Are there further amendments?

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. Mr. Chairman, Nick Smith. May I have
permission to speak out of order for 10 seconds?

Chairman HYDE. Surely.

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. Mr. Chairman, I do feel strongly about
this, and I hope that we can have the kind of report language that
makes this very clear, that our fight isn’t with the Iraqi people.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s remarks will be recorded.

Are there further amendments?

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I have three amendments at the desk,
but I ask unanimous consent that they be considered en bloc.

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, so ordered. The Clerk will
report the three amendments.

[The information referred to follows:]
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AMENDMENT TO H.J.RES.

OFFERED BY MS. LEE

Amend the title so as to read: “Joint Resolution ex-
pressing the importance of the United States working
through the United Nations to assure Iraq’s compliance
with United Nations Security Council resolutions and ad-

vance peace and security in the Persian Gulf region.”.
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AMENDMENT TO H.J.RES.

OFFERED BY MS. LEE

Strike the preamble and insert the following:
Whereas on April 6, 1991, during the Persian Gulf War, Iraq
accepted the provisions of United Nations Security Coun-
cil Resolution 687 (April 3, 1991) bringing a formal

cease-fire into effect;

Whereas, in accordance with Security Council Resolution
687, Iraq unconditionally accepted the destruction, re-
moval, or rendering harmless of “all chemical and biologi-
cal weapons and all stocks of agents and all related sub-
systems and components and all research, development,
support and manufacturing facilities related thereto”,
and “all ballistic missiles with a range greater than one
hundred and fifty kilometers, and related major parts

and repair and production facilities”;

Whereas, in accordance with Security Council Resolution
687, Iraq unconditionally agreed not to acquire or de-
velop any nuclear weapons, nuclear-weapons-usable mate-
rial, nuclear-related subsystems or components, or nu-
clear-related research, development, support, or manufac-
turing facilities;

Whereas Security Council Resolution 687 calls for the cre-
ation of a United Nations special commission to “carry
out immediate on-site inspection of Iraq’s biological,

" and to assist and co-

chemical, and missile capabilities’
operate with the International Atomic Energy Agency in
carrying out the “destruction, removal or rendering

harmless” of all nuclear-related items and in developing
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2
a plan for the ongoing monitoring and verification of
Iraq’s compliance;

Whereas United Nations weapons inspectors (UNSCOM) be-
tween 1991 and 1998 successfully uncovered and de-
stroyed large stockpiles of chemical and biological weap-
ons and production facilities, nuclear weapons research
and development facilities, and Scud missiles, despite the
fact that the Government of Iraq sought to obstruct their

work in numerous ways;

Whereas in 1998, UNSCOM weapons inspectors were with-

drawn from Iraq and have not returned since;

Whereas Iraq is not in compliance with United Nations Secu-
rity Counecil Resolution 687, United Nations Security
Council Resolution 1154, and additional United Nations
resolutions on inspections, and this noncompliance vio-
lates international law and Iraq’s ceasefire obligations
and potentially endangers United States and regional se-

curity interests;

Whereas the true extent of Iraq’s continued development of
weapons of mass destruction and the threat posed by
such development to the United States and allies in the
region are unknown and cannot be known without inspec-

tions;

Whereas the United Nations was established for the purpose
of preventing war and resolving disputes between nations
through peaceful means, including ‘“by negotiation,
enquiry, mediation, coneciliation, arbitration, judicial set-
tlement, resort to regional arrangements, or other peace-

ful means”;

Whereas the United Nations remains seized of this matter;
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Whereas the President has called upon the United Nations to
take responsibility to assure that Iraq fulfills its obliga-
tions to the United Nations under existing United Na-

tions Security Council resolutions;

Whereas war with Iraq would place the lives of tens of thou-
sands of people at risk, including members of the United
States armed forces, Iraqi civilian non-combatants, and

civilian populations in neighboring countries;

Whereas unilateral United States military action against Iraq
may undermine cooperative international efforts to re-
duce international terrorism and to bring to justice those
responsible for the attacks of September 11, 2001;

Whereas unilateral United States military action against Iraq
may also undermine United States diplomatic relations
with countries throughout the Arab and Muslim world

and with many other allies;

Whereas a preemptive unilateral United States first strike
could both set a dangerous international precedent and
significantly weaken the United Nations as an institution;

and

Whereas the short-term and long-term costs of unilateral
United States military action against Iraq and subse-
quent occupation may be significant in terms of United
States casualties, the cost to the United States treasury,
and harm to United States diplomatic relations with

other countries: Now, therefore, be it
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AMENDMENT TO H.J.RES.

OFFERED BY MS. LEE

Strike all after the resolving clause and insert the

following:

o O b~ W N PP

That the United States should work through the United
Nations to seek to resolve the matter of ensuring that Iraq
is not developing weapons of mass destruction, through
mechanisms such as the resumption of weapons inspec-
tions, negotiation, enquiry, mediation, regional arrange-

ments, and other peaceful means.
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Ms. RUsSH. An amendment offered by Ms. Lee:

Amendment the title so as to read, joint resolution expressing
the importance of the United States working through the United
Nations to assure Iraq’s compliance with the United Nations Secu-
rity Council resolutions to advance peace and security in the Per-
sian Gulf region.

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, further reading of the three
resolutions is suspended, dispensed with, and the gentlewoman is
recognized for 10 minutes. You can divide up and control the 10
minutes as you wish.

Ms. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This amendment consists of a resolution which I introduced,
H.Con.Res. 473, on September 19, which has the support of ap-
proximately 36 cosponsors. It urges the United States to reengage
the diplomatic process and stresses our government’s commitment
to the United Nations inspections process. Containment and inspec-
tions have worked in the past and can work in the future.

This amendment outlines the history of Iraq’s noncompliance
with the United Nations Resolution 687 and other resolutions and
also cease-fire agreements, and sets forth the need to renew inspec-
tions and to seek out and destroy any weapons of mass destruction
in Iraq. It also points out the potential consequences for the United
States of a first strike against Iraq.

The amendment reads in part: Whereas the short-term and long-
term costs of unilateral U.S. military action against Iraq and sub-
sequent occupation may be significant in terms of United States
casualties, the cost to the United States Treasury and harm to the
United States’ diplomatic relations in other countries, now there-
fore be it resolved that the House of Representatives should work
through the United Nations to seek to resolve the matter of ensur-
ing that Iraq is not developing weapons of mass destruction
through mechanisms such as the resumption of weapons inspec-
tions, negotiation, inquiry, regional arrangements and other peace-
ful means.

This resolution, Mr. Chairman, also opposes a unilateral preemp-
tive first strike. This sets a dangerous precedent and undercuts the
United States’ moral authority in our attempts to keep, for exam-
ple, China and Taiwan, India, Pakistan, or other countries from
using weapons of war. Authorizing a unilateral first strike really
does lower the bar, changes the standards inherent in our foreign
policy, and to now say that it is okay to start a war, whether or
not there is evidence of an imminent, clear, and present danger, is
a very dangerous path to put our country on.

This amendment does not foreclose future options for the United
States if in fact inspections do not work. It differs from Mr. Sher-
man’s previous amendment in several ways, but primarily while it
supports inspections, this amendment does not give the President
authority to engage in unilateral military action if inspections fail.

It is my contention that the United States must not take any
unilateral action nor any preemptive action but must seek multilat-
eral solutions to our current crisis. This is very important I think,
Mr. Chairman, because it definitely goes against the Administra-
tion, the consensus resolution, the underlying resolution that we
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are considering today. It does unravel the basic tenets of that reso-
lution.

I believe that we should support the inspections process. We
know that inspections have worked in the past. We should support
the full, unfettered inspection process. And I believe we remember
when Secretary Powell came to this Committee, I asked him—and
I think some Members were here when I asked him this question—
I asked him what would the United States’ response be had Iraq
not responded in the affirmative to the inspections process. He said
that he didn’t know whether it would have been any different in
terms of our response.

So I believe that we need to allow the inspections process to
move forward, and it should be done in an unencumbered way,
whereby peace and security and the reduction and elimination of
weapons of mass destruction is our goal rather than the stated goal
of regime change.

I yield the balance of my time and thank you for the time. I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Chairman HYDE. The Chair recognizes Mr. Lantos for managing
the other 10 minutes on this amendment.

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First I want to commend
my colleague from California for bringing before us a thoughtful
amendment which I am compelled to oppose strongly.

One aspect of my colleague’s argument is, of course, an argument
we all agree with. We all favor peaceful and diplomatic resolution
to this issue. I know of no one on this Committee or in this House
who favors a military solution.

As a matter of fact, the resolution before us makes it crystal
clear that we are in support of the United Nations Security Council
resolutions being enforced. We are calling on the Security Council
to take prompt and decisive action to see to it that Iraq complies
with its obligations that it had undertaken 11 years ago and has
consistently violated.

As a matter of fact, it is interesting to note that had Saddam’s
sons-in-law not escaped to Jordan where they spilled the beans and
made revelations which subsequently resulted in discovering vast
quantities of weapons of mass destruction and means of delivery,
we would never have known that.

The statement of my colleague that we should allow inspections
to work fails to recognize that the problem we are confronting fun-
damentally is that for 11 years inspections have not worked, and
the fact that Saddam Hussein today is at least talking about re-
admitting inspectors is clearly the result of the sword of Damocles
that the President’s speech in June placed over his head. Had it
not been a powerful and forceful statement indicating that that un-
less inspections are reinstituted—this time in an unfettered, unlim-
ited fashion—we would not now be talking about resuming inspec-
tions. The only reason we are talking about inspections is because
Saddam recognized that his continued opposition to inspections will
result in military action.

So to evade military action, he has now engaged in his tradi-
tional song and dance of debating the modalities of inspection and
having lied, cheated, and deceived for 11 years, it takes a great
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deal of hope to assume that there will be a sudden dramatic change
in his attitude toward inspections.

But our underlying resolution accepts that possibility. If in fact
full, unfettered, and unlimited inspections will be implemented, we
will achieve our goal of finding and destroying Saddam’s weapons
of mass destruction.

My judgment is that to remove the force that made Saddam
agree to even limited and imperfect inspections—namely, the even-
tual, if necessary, use of force—makes it all the more likely that
inspections will not achieve their stated objectives.

I strongly urge my colleagues to reject the amendment.

Mr. BERMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LANTOS. I am happy to yield.

Mr. BEREUTER. Beyond the cogent arguments the gentleman has
made, I think we have made it clear in the debate that preemptive
action would be used only if we have a situation where a person
has demonstrated the willingness to use weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

Furthermore, while it is always desirable to seek to have a reso-
lution and cooperation and assistance from the United Nations, we
should never say it is necessary. We are always needing to reserve
the right to act in our national interest. This resolution in the Re-
solved clause precludes that possibility.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Chairman HYDE. Is there further discussion?

Ms. LEE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DELAHUNT. I think it is important to note that three individ-
uals, former four-star American generals, would agree with the
lady, one of whom was General Clark, and also General Hall, who
in fact was the general in charge of the appropriate command that
dealt with the Middle East.

They indicated that attacking Iraq without a United Nations res-
olution supporting military action would limit support from allies,
would energize recruiting for al-Qaeda, and would undermine long-
term American diplomatic and economic interests worldwide.

I think it is important to note that.

Additionally, the

Mr. LanTOs. Will my colleague yield on that point? I am reluc-
tant to make this point. I read the testimony of the three gen-
tleman in question, and, in all candor, I do not think you have re-
flected their views fully and accurately. Since they are not here to
testify for themselves, and their written testimony is not before us,
I think for the sake of keeping the record accurate, it is important
to indicate that some of us view their testimony not in accordance
with the gentlelady’s amendment and in many ways diametrically
opposed to it. I thank my friend.

Mr. DELAHUNT. I would hope that the time that was consumed
by my colleague would be added to the time given, appropriated,
to Ms. Lee.

I clearly respect my Ranking Member and I know what he
speaks of, I am sure he is convinced of. However, my under-
standing, as it was reported in the New York Times, indicates a
different tone in terms of their testimony as I enunciated it.
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But I think the what most important point is that this amend-
ment speaks to is the whole concept of this preemption doctrine. It
clearly has caused grave concern among our allies. There have been
reports that EU officials are expressing public alarm.

I think what we should reflect on is that the mixture of contain-
ment and establishing an international rule of law and encouraging
democratic rule should be noted to have succeeded; that since the
Gulf War, there have been no efforts, no initiatives taken by the
Iraqi regime against its neighbors. And there are other options.
There are other options that are based upon the rule of law.

Later I hope to introduce an amendment that would establish a
War Crimes Tribunal as one of those particular options. I would
suggest it is more reflective of what we ought to be about as a Na-
tion in terms of our foreign policy and in terms of setting standards
for the rest of the world.

When we talk about preemption, what triggers preemption? Are
there any boundaries? Are there any parameters that trigger this
particular doctrine? What quantum of evidence is necessary? What
evidence do we need to trigger preemption?

That can vary. As we discussed earlier in the amendment of-
fered—I forget who offered the amendment—but there have to be
standards, there have to be benchmarks. Otherwise, as the gentle-
woman indicates, we will create an international order where
states, for whatever reason, either feel threatened or take an ag-
gressive stance, will utilize this so-called doctrine of preemption.

Mr. LANTOS. I yield 2 minutes to my colleague, Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN. I appreciate your yielding me the time. A couple of
points. We are not voting on the doctrine of preemption. We are
voting on a very specific authorization which could involve the use
of preemptory force.

I happen to have real concerns about the broader doctrine as
issued by the Administration. I found it bellicose, I found it arro-
gant, I found it problematic in terms of other questions that need
to be answered.

But wait a second, guys, this will not be the first time we have
contemplated preemptive action, if preemptive action means strik-
ing before the other person strikes you or strikes your allies.

A large group of us on this side of the aisle supported General
Wesley Clark when he wanted to start bombing in Kosovo, without
Security Council authorization—in a situation where the Security
Council was sure to have exercised in the case of Russia its veto
power—to start bombing. Yugoslovia didn’t attack any of its neigh-
bors. It was just slaughtering its own citizens. And we thought for
compelling humanitarian purposes, we wanted to pass a resolution,
which, by the way, if I recall, did not pass, allowing the previous
Administration to begin bombing to smitherines out of a variety of
targets in Yugoslavia to stop that humanitarian tragedy, because
there were other strategic interests. We have acted peremptorily in
the past, if acting peremptorily means acting before they strike
you.

By the way, if the facts were clear that Saddam had a nuclear
weapon and somebody was proposing this, would the same argu-
ments be made? We are not debating the broader doctrine of pre-
emption as put forth by the Administration in this particular reso-
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lution. I have grave concerns about that doctrine and its applica-
tion and what it means in terms of what other countries might do,
citing the same doctrine.

But this is a very different issue. And this particular amendment
makes many interesting and good and correct points. But it totally
fails in its “whereas” clauses to point out that those same inspec-
tors who went in and found a lot, also told us they never got any
accounting—notwithstanding his promises—from Saddam of his
dozens and dozens of biological and chemical warheads that we
know he still has and that we have never found. We never got any
accounting of the tons of materials which are the basic elements for
botulism and smallpox that we know he has. This is not from Rich-
ard Perle, this is from U.N. inspection teams that were in Iraq.

I urge that this amendment be defeated.

Mr. LANTOS. I yield 2 minutes to Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you.

I do applaud Ms. Lee’s concerns and her fashion, wanting very
much that we collectively make this effort to have as many not
only countries of the world in support of this effort, but the fact
that we ought to pursue it through the means of the Security
Council and the United Nations.

But I wanted to ask my good friend from California, Mr. Lantos,
if section 2 and section 3 of the proposed Joint Resolution 114 do
not address this very concern that we have? And is the President
definitely pursuing every means possible within the confines of
pursuing a diplomatic solution to this issue as it makes reference
to working closely with the Security Council of the United Nations,
as well as other regional organizations? I wanted to ask Mr. Lantos
if he could address that issue.

Mr. LANTOS. If my friend will yield, you are absolutely correct.
Yesterday in my opening statement, perhaps my main point was
that the use of force must be the very last resort, when everything
else has failed. This is the policy of our government. It is a policy
that underlies the resolution, the bipartisan resolution, and it is a
policy that I suspect all of us on this Committee and in this House
support.

So you are correct, sir.

Chairman HYDE. The question occurs on the amendments en bloc
offered by the gentlewoman from California.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, has my time expired?

Chairman HYDE. You have 43 seconds.

Ms. LEE. Let me yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MEEKS. Forty-three seconds. I will just say this: From what
I hear, we can’t have it both ways. In one instance I hear the U.N.
is irrelevant and we can’t allow the U.N. to do this or that. On the
other hand, as I read the joint resolution, and what I have heard
many of the Administration officials come before us and say, it says
fve must consider this because there is a violation of the U.N. reso-
ution.

If there is a violation of the U.N. resolution, we are giving the
U.N. credibility because of the resolution they presented, but then
we are saying they are irrelevant, irrespective. So we are going to
arbitrarily make a determination on how to enforce the U.N. reso-
lution without going back to the U.N.
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So if we set this precedent that the U.N. can have a resolution,
people don’t abide by those resolutions, and then an individual
country can come in and say the U.N. has a resolution, they are
in violation of it, we will decide how the U.N. resolutions will be
enforced without the U.N. I think we are setting a precedent that
is going to be widespread. So anybody else that is in violation of
a U.N. resolution, somebody else can come in and say you are in
violation of a U.N. resolution and we are going to determine unilat-
erally to take force to take you out, because you are in violation
of the U.N.

We should watch the precedents we are setting here. I support
the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. LANTOS. I am pleased to yield my 30 seconds to my friend
from Wisconsin, Mr. Green.

Mr. GREEN. Very quickly, I will return to the subject of this
amendment, inspections. We have to be careful how we use that
term. Almost no one out there is arguing that inspections con-
ducted under the terms insisted upon by Saddam Hussein to date
have been at all effective. Even the Carnegie Endowment for Peace
has not said that these inspection regimes have been effective at
all. The best way we enforce and secure the peace is to strengthen
the President’s hand. That is how we make diplomacy meaningful.
That is how we avoid a costly conflict.

With that, I yield back.

Chairman HYDE. The question occurs on the amendments bloc of-
fered by the gentlewoman from California.

All those in favor, say aye.

Those opposed, nay.

In the opinion of the Chair, the nays have it.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, may I have a vote?

Chairman HYDE. The gentlewoman asked for a rollcall. She shall
have one. The Clerk will call the roll.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GILMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman votes no.

Mr. Leach.

Mr. LEACH. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Leach votes no.

Mr. Bereuter.

Mr. BEREUTER. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Bereuter votes no.

Mr. Smith.

[No response.]

Mr. Burton.

Ms. Rush. Mr. Gallegly.

Mr. GALLEGLY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gallegly votes no.

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Ros-Lehtinen votes no.

Mr. Ballenger.

Mr. BALLENGER. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Ballenger votes no.

Mr. Rohrabacher.



119

Mr. ROHRABACHER. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Rohrabacher votes no.
Mr. Royce.

Mr. ROYCE. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Royce votes no.
Mr. King.

Mr. KiNG. No.

Ms. RUusH. Mr. King votes no.
Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Chabot votes no.
Mr. Houghton.

Mr. HouGHTON. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Houghton votes no.
Mr. McHugh.

Mr. McHUGH. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. McHugh votes no.
Mr. Cooksey.

[No response.]

Mr. Tancredo.

Mr. TANCREDO. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Paul.

Mr. PAUL. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Paul votes yes.
Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. No.
Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith votes no.
Mr. Pitts.

Mr. PiTTS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Pitts votes no.
Mr. Issa.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Cantor.

Mr. CANTOR. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Cantor votes no.
Mr. Flake.

Mr. FLAKE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Flake votes no.
Mr. Kerns.

Mr. KERNS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Kerns votes no.
Mrs. Davis.

Mrs. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. No.
Ms. RusH. Mrs. Davis votes no.
Mr. GREEN. No.

Mr. Green votes no.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Lantos votes no.
Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Berman votes no.
Mr. Ackerman.

Mr. ACKERMAN. No.
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RusH. Mr. Ackerman votes no.
Faleomavaega.

FALEOMAVAEGA. No.

RusH. Mr. Faleomavaega votes no.
Payne.

PAYNE. Yes.

RusH. Mr. Payne votes no.
Menendez.

[No response.]

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.

RusH. Mr. Brown.

BROWN. Yes.

RusH. Mr. Brown votes yes.
McKinney.

MCKINNEY. Aye.

RusH. Ms. McKinney votes yes.
Hilliard.

HILLIARD. Aye.

RusH. Mr. Hilliard votes yes.
Sherman.

SHERMAN. No.

RusH. Mr. Sherman votes no.
Wexler.

[No response.]

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.

RusH. Mr. Davis.

Davis OF FLORIDA. No.
RusH. Mr. Davis votes no.
Engel.

ENGEL. No.

RusH. Mr. Delahunt.
DELAHUNT. Yes.

RusH. Mr. Delahunt votes yes.
Meeks.

MEEKS. Yes.

RusH. Mr. Meeks votes yes.
Lee.

LEE. Yes.

RUsH. Ms. Lee votes yes.
Crowley.

CROWLEY. No.

RusH. Mr. Crowley votes no.
Hoeffel.

HOEFFEL. No.

RuUsH. Mr. Hoeffel votes no.
Blumenauer.

BLUMENAUER. Aye.

RusH. Mr. Blumenauer votes yes.
Berkley.

BERKLEY. No.

RusH. Ms. Berkley votes no.

Mrs. Napolitano.
Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Yes.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.

RusH. Mrs. Napolitano votes yes.
Schiff.
ScHIFF. No.
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Ms. RusH. Mr. Schiff votes no.

Ms. Watson.

Ms. WATSON. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Watson votes yes.

Mr. Hyde.

Chairman HYDE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hyde votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Burton.

Mr. BUrTON. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Burton votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Have all voted who wish?

If so, the Clerk will announce the roll, the vote.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Chairman, on this vote there are 11 ayes and 34
noes.

Chairman HYDE. And the amendments are not agreed to.

The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Paul, do you have an amend-
ment?

Mr. PAUL. I have an amendment, thank you.

Chairman HYDE. The Clerk will report the amendment of Mr.
Paul.

[The information referred to follows:]



122
ILL.C.

AMENDMENT TO H. J. RES.

OFFERED BY MR. PAUL

Strike all after the resolving clause and insert the
following: “That pursuant to article I, section 8 of the
United States Constitution, a state of war is declared to
exist between the United States and the Government of
Iraq and the President is hereby authorized and directed
to employ the United States Armed Forces to carry on
war against the Government of Iraq and to bring the

conflict to a successful conclusion.”.
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AMENDMENT TO H. J. RES.

OFFERED BY MR. PAUL

Amend the title so as to read: “Joint Resolution de-
claring a state of war between the United States and the

Government of Iraq.”.
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AMENDMENT TO H. J. RES.

OFFERED BY MR. PAUL

Strike the preamble.
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Ms. RusH. Amendment offered by Mr. Paul: Strike all after the
Resolving clause and insert the following:

Mr. PAUL. I ask unanimous consent that it be considered as read
and that the three amendments be considered as one.

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, so ordered. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAuL. Five or ten?

Chairman HYDE. I guess 10. I tried to get away with something.

Mr. PAuL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, this is a
substitute amendment and it is a simple, clear-cut, straight-
forward, front-door declaration of war. No back door to war, it is
the front door. I am depending on you, Mr. Chairman, to make
sure it doesn’t pass.

Chairman HYDE. A very wise move.

Mr. LANTOS. You may count on me, too.

Mr. PauL. Mr. Chairman, I will be voting with you and the Ad-
ministration on this bill, on this particular substitute. But never-
theless, I consider what I am doing here very important and not
frivolous, because this is a declaration of war. As I mentioned be-
fore, in the resolution that we have before us, we never mention
war. We never mention article I, section 8. We only talk about
transferring the power and the authority to the President to wage
war when he pleases. I consider that unconstitutional.

Of course, we cite the U.N. 25 times as back-up evidence for
what we are doing, so I think it is appropriate for us to think about
our oath of office and the Constitution, what America is all about.
Because, quite frankly, I think we have suffered tremendously over
the last 50 or 60 years, since World War II, since we have rejected
this process, because we don’t win wars but men die. One hundred
thousand men have died in that period of time, and many hun-
dreds of thousands wounded, and many ignored. The Persian Gulf
syndrome ignored, yet over 100,000 may be suffering from that.

I see this as very important that we should be up front with the
American people, because, if not, we can well slip into war once
again. And that, to me, is not what we are supposed to be doing.
We are supposed to be very up-front in doing this as we have been
obligated to do.

I would like to read a quote from a former President of a few
years back. He had something to do with the Constitution. He
speaks for that time. Of course, most people believe today that the
Constitution is a living, ever-changing document, that the truth is
not everlasting and that the founders are irrelevant. But we still
have the law on the book. We haven’t changed the law. And this
quote emphasizes how they looked at foreign policy and the separa-
tion of powers, because at the time of our Revolution they had first-
hand experience of what happened in Europe when the King or one
leader has the authority and the power to go to war.

So it was strongly emphasized by those who were writing the
Constitution of where this war power would reside. It was put into
the legislative branch of government, which was closest to the peo-
ple. That is very important, because our failure to win wars is one
of the strongest motivations on my part to address this subject.

Quite frankly, I believe that the Persian Gulf War, one, never
ended. We are just dealing with one more segment of a war that
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is perpetual because it was not declared. We half-heartedly com-
mitted, we had the restraints of the United Nations, we did not go
for the right reasons, and we didn’t win. Therefore, we didn’t do
the job that should have been done in 1990 if we had declared war.

The same thing could have been said about Korea and Vietnam.
It is time we address the process just as emphatically as we ad-
dress the pros and cons of whether this country should go to war.

Now, let me quote from James Madison. Madison said in 1798:

“The Constitution supposes what the history of all govern-
ments demonstrate, that the Executive is the branch of power
most interested in war and most prone to it. It has accordingly,
with studied care, vested the question of war in the legisla-
ture.”

We have now just carelessly over the years, and today once
again, easily given this up.

You say, no, this doesn’t necessarily mean that, and we have
done if before. We have allowed our Presidents to do this. But if
the President can go to war, this is the permission that we are giv-
ing.

It is interesting to note that in the United Nations Charter, you
do not have a provision that says well, when you want to declare
war, here you come, and these are the procedures. When the
United Nations gets involved, we are always declaring the use of
force for peace. But it gets difficult and it gets muddied, and it is
murky under today’s conditions because there is no war going on
in Iraq. Yet we have not exhausted the vehicle of negotiations and
other things that could be done.

So, this is why, unfortunately, I have very little faith and con-
fidence this will be the solution to solve the problem in Iraq and
the Middle East. As a matter of fact, if that happens, this is a dra-
matic reversal of 60 years of history. It is not going to happen.

We have not dealt with the unintended consequences, what we
are dealing with today in the sense that the wars continue, but the
unintended consequences. And I disagree with the previous speaker
who said that this resolution is not dealing with preemptive
strikes. That is what the whole thing is about, allowing the Presi-
dent the authority to do a preemptive strike against a nation that
has not committed aggression against us. This is the whole issue.

So I would say that this is the time that we ought to not only
think about the issue of the pros and cons of war, but the issue of
how much of our sovereignty we give away to the United Nations
and how many restraints will be placed on us, not only now as we
try to satisfy everybody in the United Nations, but later on as well.

It was said we didn’t finish the war in 1990 because of the reso-
lution not permitting us to do this, and therefore it wasn’t done,
but we were following the rules. Of course, that is why you need—
if you commit the country and commit the young people and com-
mit the taxpayer to war—you need to call it war.

So those of you who are for war, vote for this. Those who are op-
posed to it should vote against the war, because we don’t believe
it is necessary to go to war right now. If you are honest with your-
self, this is what you should do. Otherwise you are perpetuating a
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fraud on the American people, perpetuating a system that has not
worked, perpetuating a system that ends too often in chaos.

I just don’t think that is good. I really don’t. I think we should
think about this very carefully and make sure that we follow the
process as well as our best judgments on war.

Some have argued that in this case what you are saying is we
would tie the hands of the President. We would tie the hands of
the President. Well, that sounds a little strong. But you know
what? That is what was intended in the Constitution. That is what
Madison is talking about, tying the hands of one person to make
the decision to go to war. Therefore, I think—I want and desire so
much to think more seriously, because if there a declaration of war,
we will fight to win it and it won’t drag on and be endless and lead
to another one.

We don’t know what is going to happen. There may be an attack
on Taiwan, and India may move, and who knows what may come
of this? It certainly will not solidify our support in an Arab world
that is very antagonistic to us and numbers over 1 billion people.

At this time, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Will the gentleman yield?

If the gentleman will yield, much of what you say truly reso-
nates, because I do concur. I do believe this is about a doctrine of
preemption. I think we all feel uneasy about it. I am not denying
that inherent in a Nation State, if there is a real clear, convincing
threat, that that doctrine does not apply. I think it should apply.

But what concerns me is that the standards that are being set
by the underlying resolution here are so low that it could very well
create a new concept in the international order that, as you de-
scribed, will give other states, the most obvious examples being
India and Pakistan, the right to say to the international commu-
nity we are going to launch a nuclear strike, when it ought not to
be an option.

I mean, there are many rogue nations, if you will. We have dis-
cussed them here today: Iran, North Korea. There is a long litany
of nations that possess weapons of mass destruction.

Mr. PAuL. Excuse me, if I might. I would like to reserve a few
minutes of my time. Thank you.

Chairman HYDE. You have 3 seconds left, Mr. Paul.

Mr. PAUL. I allow you to finish my time. Mr. Chairman, you were
watching closely.

Chairman HYDE. Yes, with great interest. Are you through?

Mr. DELAHUNT. I yield.

Chairman HYDE. All right. The Chair yields himself the 10 min-
utes in opposition to this.

It is fascinating to go back in history and see how our Constitu-
tion was drafted and what it means. There are things in the Con-
stitution that have been overtaken by events, by time. Declaration
of war is one. Letters of mark and reprisal are others. There are
things no longer relevant to a modern society.

The problem with a declaration of war is that is a formal step
taken by a nation. And when you do that, you kick in other laws.
Enemy aliens—people suddenly become who are of German extrac-
tion or Saudi extraction, depending on whom you are declaring war
against, suddenly become enemy aliens. Trading with the enemy
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becomes effective. Therefore, if a country is trading with your
enemy, they are your enemy.

Most importantly and psychologically, if you declare war, if we
had declared war on Vietnam, China would have had to declare
war on us, and then the Soviet Union, not to be outdone frater-
nally, would have had to declare war on us. And you start a chain
of events. That is the last thing you want to do. You want to isolate
these conflicts. You don’t want them to metastasize.

Declaration of war metastasizes conflict.

Insurance policies are invalidated in time of war. There are so
many consequences, criminal statutes. So there are laws affecting
military personnel in time of war and in time of peace.

Now, the Congress always has the last word in war and peace
because we control the purse strings. We could introduce a bill and
rush it through that would say no funds appropriated herein may
be used to pay for an expedition to France or to the Caribbean.
Congress always has the last word because we control the purse
strings. But now this resolution we are dealing with today does not
declare war. It does not approach war. War may never happen. If
we mean what we say and we say what we mean and we have a
reasonably tough posture, we may avoid war.

Why declare war if you don’t have to? We are saying to the Presi-
dent, use your judgment. We know you have tried to have inspec-
tions work. We have tried the U.N., they have been made a fool of
for 11 years now. The League of Nations was muscular compared
to the U.N. That is the situation we are in now.

So to demand that we declare war is to strengthen something to
death. You have got a hammerlock on this situation, and it is not
called for. Inappropriate, anachronistic, it isn’t done anymore be-
cause it has the effect of pyramiding when what you want to do is
to isolate.

So with great respect for the gentleman’s knowledge of political
science, I suggest this is inappropriate, and I would hope it would
be defeated.

Mr. Green wants to say something.

Mr. GREEN. In many ways, our colleague Dr. Paul is the constitu-
tional conscience of the House, and I appreciate it. But one thing
I wanted not to leave unchallenged.

He said in his remarks that Iraq is a country which has com-
mitted no acts of aggression against the U.S. There are many peo-
ple who would disagree with that, not the least of whom would be
the pilots in the no-fly zone, who are routinely fired upon. I think
we have to be a little bit careful in our remarks.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think you handled, as you always do, the issue perfectly, but
I would like to just add a footnote. I have great affection for my
friend from Texas, but I detect a touch of frivolity and mischief in
his amendment, because I do not believe—I do not believe he is se-
rious about this amendment, not only because of all the reasons
you have cited, but because the resolution we are considering is
aimed at avoiding war. It is geared to having unfettered, unlimited,
foolproof inspections, and not a war.
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The possibility of using force is the only mechanism of potentially
persuading Saddam Hussein to allow inspections, to have the de-
struction of weapons of mass destruction be brought about by non-
violent means. So I think, while at one level it is a frivolous pro-
posal, which I strongly urge my colleagues to reject, at a more pro-
found level, it totally misunderstands or deliberately misinterprets
the underlying resolution.

It is our hope that we can move to inspections which will achieve
the goal of finding and destroying Iraq’s weapons of mass destruc-
tion without a single shot being fired. That is my earnest hope,
that is the earnest hope of, I take it, all of us who support the reso-
lution.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you.

Mr. Royce.

Mr. ROYCE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I think a formal declaration of war, as opposed to an author-
ization to use force should Iraq not disarm, is going to have con-
sequences under domestic law, but it is also going to have con-
sequences under international law. And I think for those of us here
in Congress we have got to contemplate the fact that it is going to
have the effect of transferring power, conferring power to the Presi-
dent and to the Attorney General and to the Pentagon that they
cannot otherwise exercise. One of those powers is going to be the
power to wiretap, notwithstanding what we do in Congress, once
there is a declaration of war, they are automatically going to be
able to wiretap.

Another concern would be what we would do to insurance con-
tracts, because once you have a declaration of war, you bring into
effect an exclusionary clause in the contracts that are out there. I
think also you have to consider the fact that we are moving away
from our joint objective here, which is to leverage Iraq to disarm,
to have a credible threat against that regime, the threat of use of
force. And instead we are abandoning that, if we go with a formal
declaration of war, we then take on these international and domes-
tic changes under our Constitution.

And I wanted to ask the author if he contemplated those
changes. Should we actually pass this initiative? What do we do
about them?

Mr. PAUL. Would the gentleman yield?

Yes, I certainly did. But that emphasizes and makes my point
how serious this is, because you are ignoring how serious war is.
And then we know that is what we are talking about here today.
No matter what you call it, we are talking about a resolution that
permits the President to wage war.

Mr. ROYCE. It permits the President to wage war, and the reason
we are going through this exercise is to present a credible threat
to the Iraqi regime so that they do disarm.

And you move us off of that strategy on a completely different
track, a completely different track with this particular amendment.
And that is why I oppose the amendment.

I thank you.

Chairman HYDE. The question occurs on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas. All those in favor, say aye.
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Opposed, nay.

In the opinion of the Chair

Mr. PAUL. I ask for a recorded vote.

Chairman HYDE. If the gentleman wants a recorded vote, he can
have one. Call the roll.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GILMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman votes no.

Mr. Leach.

Mr. LEACH. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Leach votes no.

Mr. Bereuter.

Mr. BEREUTER. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Bereuter votes no.

Mr. Smith of New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith of New Jersey votes no.

Mr. Burton.

Mr. BURTON. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Burton votes no.

Mr. Gallegly.

Mr. GALLEGLY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gallegly votes no.

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. No.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes no.

Mr. Ballenger.

Mr. BALLENGER. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Ballenger votes no.

Mr. Rohrabacher.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Rohrabacher votes no.

Mr. Royce.

Mr. ROYCE. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Royce votes no.

Mr. King.

Mr. KiNG. No.

Ms. RUusH. Mr. King votes no.

Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Chabot votes no.

Mr. Houghton.

Mr. HouGHTON. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Houghton votes no.

Mr. McHugh.

Mr. McHUGH. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. McHugh votes no.

Mr. Cooksey.

[No response.]

Mr. Tancredo.

Mr. TANCREDO. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Tancredo votes no.

Mr. Paul.

Mr. PauL. No.
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Ms. RusH. Mr. Paul votes no.
Mr. Smith of Michigan.

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. No.
Ms. RUsH. Mr. Smith of Michigan votes no.
Mr. Pitts.

Mr. PirTs. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Pitts votes no.
Mr. Issa.

Mr. IssA. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Issa votes no.
Mr. Cantor.

Mr. CANTOR. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Cantor votes no.
Mr. Flake.

Mr. FLAKE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Flake votes no.
Mr. Kerns.

Mr. KERNS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Kerns votes no.
Mrs. Davis.

Mrs. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. No.
Ms. RusH. Mrs. Davis votes no.
Mr. Green.

Mr. GREEN. No.

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Green votes no.
Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Lantos votes no.
Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Berman votes no.
Mr. Ackerman.

Mr. ACKERMAN. No.

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Ackerman votes no.
Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Faleomavaega votes no.
Mr. Payne.

Mr. PAYNE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Payne votes no.
Mr. Menendez.

Mr. MENENDEZ. No.

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Menendez votes no.
Mr. Brown.

Mr. BROWN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Brown votes no.
Ms. McKinney.

Ms. McKINNEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Ms. McKinney votes no.
Mr. Hilliard.

Mr. HILLIARD. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hilliard votes no.
Mr. Sherman.

Mr. SHERMAN. No.
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Ms. RUsH. Mr. Sherman votes no.

Mr. Wexler.

Mr. WEXLER. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Wexler votes no.

Mr. Davis.

Mr. DAvIS OF FLORIDA. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Davis votes no.

Mr. Engel.

Mr. ENGEL. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Engel votes no.

Mr. Delahunt.

Mr. DELAHUNT. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Delahunt votes no.

Mr. Meeks.

Mr. MEEKS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Meeks votes no.

Ms. Lee.

Ms. LEE. No.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Lee votes no.

Mr. Crowley.

Mr. CROWLEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Crowley votes no.

Mr. Hoeffel.

Mr. HOEFFEL. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hoeffel votes no.

Mr. Blumenauer.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Blumenauer votes no.

Ms. Berkley.

Ms. BERKLEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Berkley votes no.

Mrs. Napolitano.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. No.

Ms. RusH. Mrs. Napolitano votes no.

Mr. Schiff.

Mr. ScHIFF. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Schiff votes no.

Ms. Watson.

Ms. WATSON. No.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Watson votes no.

Mr. Hyde.

Chairman HYDE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hyde votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Ms. Watson.

Ms. WATSON. For those who are going on the flight to attend
Patsy Mink’s funeral, can we state for the record how we would
vote on the resolution?

Chairman HYDE. Yes. First of all, let’s dispose of this matter.

The clerk will report the rollcall.

Ms. RUSH. On this vote there are 0 yeas and 41 noes.

Chairman HYDE. The amendment is narrowly defeated.

We now have a vote, which we must attend and hurry back,
please. We are going to finish this bill today.
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There are three of our Members going on the plane to Hawaii for
the Patsy Mink funeral. You certainly may, for the record, state
how you would vote on final passage. I don’t know what we can do
about the amendments, but final passage, you may—why don’t you
now tell the clerk how you would vote?

Ms. WATSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman for accommodating us.
When the bill comes up, whether amended or not, I would have
voted no.

Chairman HYDE. Ms. Lee?

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman when the base bill comes up, the resolu-
tion, I intend to vote no on that.

Chairman HYDE. Very well. The record will so show.

Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I would yes in support of the resolution for
final passage.

Chairman HYDE. The record will so show.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Davis has an amendment. The clerk will
report the amendment and then we will go vote.

[The information referred to follows:]
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AMENDMENT TO H. J. RES. 114

OFFERED BY MR. DAvIS OF FLORIDA

Amend the title so as to read: “Joint resolution au-
thorizing the use of the United States Armed Forees pur-
suant to a new resolution of the United Nations Security
Council seeking to enforce the destruction and dismantle-
ment of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction program and
prohibited ballistic missiles program or pursuant to the
United States right of individual or collective self-defense

if the Security Counecil fails to act.”.
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AMENDMENT TO H. J. RES. 114

OFFERED BY MR. DAvIS OF FLORIDA

Strike the preamble and insert the following:

Whereas under United Nations Security Council Resolution
687 (1991), which effected a formal cease-fire following
the Persian Gulf War, Iraq agreed to destroy or dis-
mantle, under international supervision, its nuclear,
chemical, and biological weapons programs (hereafter in
this joint resolution referred to as Iraq’s “weapons of
mass destruction program’), as well as its program to
develop or acquire ballistic missiles with a range greater
than 150 kilometers (hereafter in this joint resolution re-
ferred to as Iraq’s ‘“‘prohibited ballistic missile pro-
gram’), and undertook unconditionally not to develop

any such weapons thereafter;

Whereas on numerous occasions since 1991, the United Na-
tions Security Council has reaffirmed Resolution 687,
most recently in Resolution 1284, which established a
new weapons inspection regime to ensure Iraqi compli-

ance with its obligations under Resolution 687;

Whereas on numerous occasions since 1991, the United
States and the United Nations Security Council have
condemned Iraq’s failure to fulfill its obligations under
Resolution 687 to destroy or dismantle its weapons of
mass destruction program and its prohibited ballistic mis-
sile program;

Whereas Iraq under Saddam ITussein used chemical weapons

in its war with Iran in the 1980s and against the Kurd-

ish population in northern Iraq in 1988;
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2
Whereas since 1990, the United States has considered Iraq

to be a state sponsor of terrorism; and

Whereas Iraq’s failure to comply with its international obliga-
tions to destroy or dismantle its weapons of mass de-
struction program and its prohibited ballistic missile pro-
gram, its record of using weapons of mass destruction,
its record of using force against neighboring states, and
its support for international terrorism require a strong
diplomatic, and if necessary, military response by the
international community, led by the United States: Now,

therefore be it
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AMENDMENT TO H. J. RES. 114

OFFERED BY MR. DAvIS OF FLORIDA

Strike all after the resolved clause and insert the fol-

lowing:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This joint resolution may be cited as the ““Authoriza-
tion for the Use of Force Against Iraq Resolution of

20027,

1
2
3
4
5 SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION FOR THE USE OF UNITED STATES
6 ARMED FORCES.

7 (a) AUTHORIZATION FOR THE USE OF FORCE.—The
8 President, subject to subsection (b), is authorized to use
9 United States Armed Forces as he determines to be nec-

10 essary and appropriate—

11 (1) to enforce United Nations Security Council
12 Resolution 687, and other resolutions approved by
13 the Council which govern Iraqi compliance with Res-
14 olution 687, in order to secure the dismantlement or
15 destruction of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction
16 program and its prohibited ballistic missile program;
17 or

18 (2) in the exercise of individual or collective
19 self-defense, to defend the United States or allied
20 nations against a grave threat posed by Iraq’s weap-
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2
ons of mass destruction program and its prohibited
ballistic missile program.

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR DETERMINATION THAT USE

4 or FOrCE Is NECESSARY.—Before exercising the author-

5 ity granted by subsection (a), the President shall make

6 available to the Speaker of the House of Representatives

7 and the President pro tempore of the Senate his deter-

8 mination that—

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

(1) the United States has attempted to seek,
through the United Nations Security Council, adop-
tion of a resolution after September 12, 2002, under
Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter author-
izing the action described in subsection (a)(1), and
such resolution has been adopted; or

(2) that the threat to the United States or al-
lied nations posed by Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction program and prohibited ballistic missile
program is so grave that the use of force is nec-
essary pursuant to subsection (a)(2), notwith-
standing the failure of the Security Council to ap-

prove a resolution described in paragraph (1).

SEC. 3. CONSULTATION AND REPORTS.

(a) CONSULTATION.—The President shall keep Con-

24 oress fully and currently informed on matters relevant to

25 this joint resolution.
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3
(b) INITIAL REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—ASs soon as practicable, but
not later than 30 days after exercising the authority
under section 2(a), the President shall submit to
Congress a report setting forth information—

(A) about the degree to which other na-
tions will assist the United States in the use of
foree in Iraq;

(B) regarding measures the United States
is taking, or preparing to take, to protect key
allies in the region from armed attack by Iraq;
and

(C) on planning to establish a secure envi-
ronment in the immediate aftermath of the use
of force (including estimated expenditures by
the United States and allied nations), and, if
necessary, prepare for the political and eco-
nomie reconstruction of Iraq following the use
of force.

(2) CLASSIFICATION OF REPORT.—The report
required by paragraph (1) may be submitted in clas-

sified form.

(¢) SUBSEQUENT REPORTS.—Following transmittal
of the report required by subsection (b), the President

shall submit a report to Congress every 60 days thereafter
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on the status of United States diplomatie, military and
reconstruction operations with respect to Iraq.
SEC. 4. WAR POWERS RESOLUTION REQUIREMENTS.

(a) SPECIFIC STATUTORY AUTHORIZATION.—(Con-
sistent with section 8(a)(1) of the War Powers Resolution,
the Congress declares that section 2 is intended to con-
stitute specifie statutory authorization within the meaning
of section 5(b) of the War Powers Resolution.

(b) Applicability of Other Requirements.—Nothing in
this resolution supersedes any requirement of the War

Powers Resolution.
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Ms. RusH. Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Florida. Amend
the title so as to read

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, further reading of the
amendment is dispensed with and the gentleman will be recognized
for 5 minutes in support of—10 minutes. But we will stand in re-
cess until we come back after

Mr. Davis oF FLORIDA. Can I ask unanimous consent that the
amendments be taken up en bloc as well?

Chairman HYDE. Yes, you certainly may. And without objection,
so ordered.

Would you please come back as quickly as you can?

[Recess.]

Chairman HYDE. The Committee will come to order.

The pending business was an amendment offered by Mr. Davis,
but before we get to that, one of our Members is—this is his final
appearance with the Committee. And he has spent so many years
leading us as Chairman and as a Member, and he is not only leav-
ing our Committee, he is leaving the House of Representatives for
a very well-deserved retirement—but much too early in my judg-
ment.

But I would like to yield 2 minutes to Ben Gilman, who would
like to say a few words.

Ben Gilman.

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I didn’t realize that you
were going to give me this opportunity. And I wish a fond farewell
to my colleagues, and I won’t take too long.

Mr. Chairman, this may well be the last meeting of our Inter-
national Relations Committee of the 107th Congress, and while
many of my colleagues are going to be returning to our Committee
room next year, it is with deep regret—and somewhat painful—
that I am involuntarily retiring and will not be with you during the
108th Congress. I say involuntarily. I was a victim of redistricting.
I would appreciate your indulgence if you permit me just a couple
of observations.

I want to thank in particular you, Mr. Chairman, for the way in
which you have conducted the affairs of our Committee during this
Congress. You have always been most gracious and considerate not
only of me, but indeed of all of our colleagues. I know my col-
leagues all join in thanking you for your good work.

I first entered, my colleagues, in this room as a Member 30 years
ago, sitting down on the lower level. And I have had the privilege
of being present for so many memorable hearings and occasions in
this wonderful Committee room, along with my colleagues and with
many friends in the Administration of both parties and with public-
spirited private citizens who have come before us formally here and
have given of their advice and counsel to all of us.

I think we have done so much in this Committee to make not
only our Nation more secure, but to make the world a better place
for all of us.

So let me thank my many colleagues on both sides of the aisle,
both present and those who have left this Committee in past years,
for their many kindnesses and cooperation. Especially when I was
Chairman and, before that, as Ranking Republican, I always de-
pended upon and uniformly received the cooperation of so many of
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our Members on both sides; and in that regard I can consider my-
self most fortunate.

I also thank our Committee’s professional and support staff, the
staff of our legislative counsel, our leadership staffs, legislative
support agencies such as GAO, CRS and CBO, our expert reporters
and transcribers, all those who provide for our security and those
who keep this building in such great shape and especially our Com-
mittee room.

I have long benefited from a loyal and competent personal staff
and from the cooperation of the personal staffs of so many of our
Members.

So thank you all for allowing me to serve my constituents and
to serve my State and Nation in this great institution and to serve
our Committee on International Relations. It is very difficult to say
good-bye.

One last note. One last advocacy to my colleagues on the Inter-
national Relations Committee. Please do not be reluctant to travel
overseas to fulfill our responsibility to conduct oversight on so
many important foreign policy programs and so many billions of
dollars that we spend on behalf of our Nation.

Thank you and God bless.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, on no topic would I dare speak on
behalf of all Democrats except on the topic of Ben Gilman. So allow
me, on behalf of all of our Democratic colleagues, to say a word to
Ben.

Ben’s integrity and intelligence have been an inspiration for
every single Member of this Committee and of this Congress. I
have never met a colleague more diligent, more committed, more
serious, more patriotic, more effective than Ben Gilman. For years,
he and I Co-Chaired our liaison committee to the European Par-
liament. And after long, long days of debates and discussions, Ben
always wanted the Floor one more time at a time that these topics
were not on the front pages, and he wanted to talk about inter-
national terrorism. This was years and years and years before that
topic became topic one on the international scene.

It was Ben who at every one of these meetings and in countless
other venues insisted on talking about drugs and the danger that
drugs pose to the United States and to the American people.

And as the founding Chairman of the congressional Human
Rights Caucus, let me say there is no more passionate, persistent
and powerful advocate for human rights in this body than our
friend Ben Gilman.

So Ben, we know that it is difficult for you to leave the Com-
mittee and the Congress. Let me assure you it is more difficult for
to us think of the 108th Congress where Ben Gilman’s cheerful face
and indefatigable performance will not be part of the scene.

So on behalf of every one of my Democratic colleagues, may we
say thank you. We wish you well in your new endeavor, which is
a very powerful and important international endeavor; and we
know you will come back to us because you are part of our family.

Mr. ENGEL. Would the gentleman yield? I thank my friend for
yielding.



143

I would be remiss if I didn’t say a very few words about my
friend and colleague, Ben Gilman.

I just want to tell my colleagues that since the new districts are
different than the ones we have all been running in for the past
10 years—a substantial portion of my new district is part of the
district that Ben has so wonderfully represented for the past 30
years. I can tell you that no matter where I go in Rockland County,
New York, no matter where the people are, no matter what polit-
ical persuasion they are, from all walks of life, everybody has noth-
ing but the finest and the best to say about Ben Gilman.

I think that if we are going to judge our standards, all of us here
as colleagues, in the way we conduct ourselves as Members of the
House of Representatives, I can think of no finer example than the
way Ben Gilman has conducted himself for more than 30 years
here.

I just want all my colleagues to know the very, very high esteem
that Ben is held in in New York—his are big footsteps to step into.
So we had a tribute up in Rockland for Ben, and I have never seen
such a tremendous outpouring of every elected official, Republican
and Democrat, talking about Ben Gilman.

So I just wanted to add my words to yours, Mr. Lantos. And we
will miss Ben, but we know that the Congress’s loss is going to be
the country’s gain.

Mr. LANTOS. May I yield for a moment to Mr. Ackerman, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. Surely.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Lantos.

Ben, I have spent the last 20 years serving with you on this
Committee, and it has always been a pleasure. You have been an
inspiration to so many of us. You have been a teacher and a friend,
where politics was not the important thing, but policy was.

I remember the many trips we have taken together, you and your
wife—actually, you and your wives—I can tell you how much we
love Georgia and say how lucky you are to have her and she to
have you.

I think Tom said it all, about you discussing the issues, when
they were not necessarily in vogue, and talking about things such
as international terrorism, things as diverse as human rights
throughout the years, when nobody had the thought on their mind
or that phrase on their lips; and the fight against drugs for all of
these decades that you championed all over the world and made it
so important here and made such a policy difference.

If T might, Mr. Chairman, on a personal note, say a word that
usually those of our background have in mind and a few others on
this Committee share, that you don’t usually hear us talk about in
person. But we come from a relatively small people, although ad-
mittedly overachievers, generally underrepresented in most bodies
for quite a long historical period of time.

And I remember, as a young boy growing up, the name of Ben
Gilman was revered in my parents’ house as the name of a hero,
somebody that we could look up to, someone that we could respect,
somebody that we might aspire to be like when we grew up.

And, Ben, you have been very much a part of that dream that
so many of us have had. And being able to actually grow up and
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serve with you and watch and learn from you has been a pleasure
for me and so many of us in this body, and we will be forever grate-
ful to you.

Mr. LANTOS. May I be permitted to yield a minute to my dear
friend from New dJersey, our distinguished colleague, Mr. Payne?

Chairman HYDE. Yes, of course. I just hope this doesn’t move to
a near funereal tone here.

Mr. PAYNE. I will be the cleanup here. I will wrap it up.

But I too would like to express to Ben Gilman how much I appre-
ciated working with him. Many instances—you know, my voice is
usually that of being contrary. I mentioned earlier that no one was
representing me at the negotiations that were going on about Iragq.
However, if Ben was there, I knew my voice might be heard.

Let me say that Ben Gilman has done so many programs—the
U.S. Korean program that many people don’t even know about. Ben
Gilman has had young people from Korea come to the U.S. and
American children go to Korea to live in homes of Korean people
and to have bonds that last forever. It is just fantastic that Ben
would have the vision to know that these people-to-people pro-
grams are so important.

The Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, when I
first came to Congress I was amazed at how two persons, very dif-
ferent, different parties, different backgrounds, could work so close-
ly together. When Charlie Rangel, who Chaired that Committee
with Ben Gilman—Charlie from Harlem came up rough and tum-
ble, a Korean War veteran, and Ben Gilman from upstate New
York, elitist—that these two men could come together and work so
glosely together to attempt to work on the elimination of this dread

isease.

I think we have lost a lot, Ben, since the elimination of the Select
Committees.

I would just like to say, although I am over in New Jersey on
the other side of the Hudson, we do get the New York City sludge
and garbage, however, you are upstate and you have nothing to do
with that.

We certainly will miss you. And continue to use Newark Inter-
nai;cional Airport, because I see you slip in and out of there quite
a bit.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. I hope the rest of you will put your remarks in
writing and mail them to Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank my col-
leagues for their kind words.

Chairman HYDE. Let me just say, for those of us who have not
joined because of time constraints, that we all think of you as a
perfect blue white diamond in a sea of zirconia.

Okay, Mr. Davis.

Mr. Davis OF FLORIDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to call up—I guess we are at that posture. The
amendment that I presume is before everyone, as well as a 1-page
explanation and a contrast between the underlying bill and my
amendment which is the substitute.

We have had a good debate, Mr. Chairman, and I certainly ap-
preciate that you made a comment earlier that you hope we would
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maintain the integrity of the underlying bill; and I believe that this
substitute amendment does that.

This substitute amendment is the exact text of the proposal that
has been developed by Senator Biden, Chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee and Senator Lugar, Ranking Member, and it is
also strongly supported by Senator Hagel and perhaps others.

What we are going to vote on later today has been presented to
us as a compromise, a reasonably good deal. I think it does rep-
resent progress.

But I think our constituents expect us to develop something that
doesn’t just represent a good compromise. They expect to us come
up with our very best efforts. I believe this amendment I am about
to describe to you significantly improves upon the underlying bill.

The amendment attempts to directly and—to make directly—let
me try again.

The amendment attempts to make perfectly clear and state di-
rectly the goals associated with the authorization of force. The sub-
stitute amendment is an authorization of force. This amendment
says, in the way that it is written, that the goal here is disar-
mament. I do not believe the case has been made for a preemptive
strike. I think that, for the sake of the President, it is very impor-
tant that we focus on disarmament.

This amendment is very similar to the underlying bill, but let me
highlight some of the differences. One of the serious defects in the
underlying bill that is corrected by the amendment is that under
this amendment we would be voting to authorize the President to
use force to enforce Security Council resolutions that have nothing
to do with weapons of mass destruction and disarmament.

The way that the underlying bill is written, we are authorizing
the use of force to enforce such resolutions that deal with the re-
turn of stolen property to Kuwait, prisoners of war, and Saddam
Hussein’s repression of his own people. Those are terrible things
we ought to be concerned about, but I don’t believe that is the basis
upon which this Congress wants to direct the President to be pre-
pared to use military force, even as a last resort.

The second significant change made by the Biden-Lugar amend-
ment before you is that it requires the President, in the event the
U.N. fails to provide a basis for us to settle disarmament with Sad-
dam Hussein, to make a formal declaration to the United States
Congress and to the American people that the threat presented by
Saddam Hussein is so grave as to warrant military action by the
United States. As you will recall, that is exactly the word the Presi-
dent used in the best speech I think he has made on this issue be-
fore the United Nations when he talked about “a grave and gath-
ering danger.” Grave danger that is likely to produce great harm
or danger.

Under the underlying text, I believe we have made a finding that
Saddam Hussein represents a continuing threat and we have es-
sentially said to the President that if the U.N. process fails, the
President is free, with our support, to proceed into Iraq. And I don’t
think that is the standard that we want to set.

I think we want to use the President’s word, “grave.” I think we
want to set a standard that if there is a substantial risk, a likely
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harm, a great harm to the United States, that we should be pre-
pared to use force as a last resort.

I think these particular changes make the amendment before you
a much-improved version of the underlying text. And so I want to
urge you, regardless of whether you intend to vote for the resolu-
tion or not, to consider this as an improvement to the underlying
text and something that adds to the integrity of the bill.

I will reserve the balance of my time.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LaNTOS. Mr. Chairman, I first want to thank my friend Mr.
Davis for bringing before our Committee a very serious amend-
ment.

If my friend will allow me a personal note, Senator Biden, the
principal Democratic sponsor of this amendment, is probably my
closest friend in the Congress as a whole. We have been together
in many, many contexts and capacities for something like 3 dec-
ades, and I have the highest affection and respect and admiration
for him.

Senator Lugar represents the finest in American public service.
So the amendment comes to us with the most powerful, impressive,
and high-level sponsorship.

As a matter of fact, I must say in all candor that if this were
an editorial committee meeting, I would be prepared to entertain
editorial changes in our underlying resolution or in the Biden-
Lugar resolution as submitted by Mr. Davis. But that is not where
we are.

The President has stated flat-out he is opposed to Biden-Lugar.
Yesterday, the House Democratic leadership, the House Republican
leadership, and the Senate Republican leadership were present at
the White House at the press conference where the agreement was
announced. The Democratic Party on the Senate side was rep-
resented by some of the leaders on the Democratic side of the
United States Senate.

The issue before us is the underlying resolution. My friend is cor-
rect in saying that nuances of one or another may be preferable to
some of us or others. This train is now on its way. The Senate has
before it the same resolution we are now considering. That resolu-
tion, the bipartisan resolution negotiated by the bipartisan leader-
ship, has a very impressive list of cosponsors, ranging from Senator
McCain to Senator Lieberman, and we are really not here to argue
whether Senator McCain and Senator Lieberman and Senator War-
ner and Senator Bayh and others carry more weight than Biden
and Lugar. They are all fine people. They are all passionate patri-
ots, experts in the field of international relations.

If we were at the beginning of the process it might be reasonable
to negotiate a blending of the two resolutions. That is clearly not
the status of the debate.

On a bipartisan basis here in the House, we have an agreement
with the President of the United States who has stated his opposi-
tion to Biden-Lugar. We will not now unravel an agreement which
will be the vehicle early next week for congressional debate in both
houses and a vote hopefully before the end of next week.

Therefore, with great respect for my friend Mr. Davis and for the
authors of his amendment, Senators Biden and Lugar, I strongly
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urge my colleagues to reject this amendment, because accepting it
would reopen a multiweek debate of very complex proportions.

I also think I should mention a substantive criticism I have of
Mr. Davis’ amendment. It does not deal with the subject of inter-
national terrorism. The underlying resolution does. I fully agree
with all of my colleagues who claim that the focus of our resolution
has to be and is the need to find and destroy weapons of mass de-
struction. But not to deal with Iraq’s support of international ter-
rorism is a very significant gap in the Biden-Lugar amendment.

Now, they may have chosen not to deal with it for good and sub-
stantial reasons, but since we are dealing not with a legal case but
with a litany of crimes, some of which certainly do not rise to the
level of taking military action, while the question of weapons of
mass destruction might, I feel that the underlying resolution has
not only the advantage of having been approved by both the Presi-
dent and our bipartisan leadership, but it also has a substantive
advantage over Biden-Lugar.

I urge my colleagues to reject this amendment.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DAvIS OF FLORIDA. Mr. Chairman, how much time is remain-
ing on my side?

Chairman HYDE. You have 6 minutes and 43 seconds.

Mr. DAVIS OF FLORIDA. I yield a minute and a half to Mr. Menen-
dez.

Chairman HYDE. You certainly may.

Mr. MENENDEZ. I want to speak on behalf of Mr. Davis’ effort.
Don’t consider his effort a nuance. Saddam Hussein is an evil dic-
tator, and on that there is no difference. But the precedents we set
here are very important as is evidenced by the “whereas” clauses
in this Committee’s resolution. It is not a nuance.

Now, I know that some of my colleagues have said this vote is
not in fact a vote on the preemption doctrine, but that doctrine and
regime change have been the cornerstone of what the Administra-
tion’s case has been before this Congress and the American people.

Now, proponents of this doctrine have tried to differentiate the
application of that doctrine between Iraq and North Korea that has
nuclear weapons and Iran that is closer to having nuclear weapons
than Iraq, in that Iraq has shown their predisposition to use such
weapons of mass destruction. However, the logical underpinning of
a preemptive strike is to preempt the possibility of an enemy using
their weapons in the first instance. That logic does not dictate that
predisposition is the trigger to invoke the preemption doctrine.

So I think it is incredibly important what we seek to do here
today, and in that regard the Biden-Lugar proposal, Mr. Davis’
substitute, outlines a clear goal. It makes it perfectly clear that the
resolution is about disarmament, and requires the President to
make a determination that there is grave risk and cause to seek
that type of determination, because if Congress is going to send
American men and women into harm’s way, the risk must be more
than continuing. The United States faces many continuing risks,
but they do not warrant the use of military force.

This higher standard, this clear objective, a clear understanding,
sets not only the right course, but the right precedent. I certainly
am not ready to invoke a broad-based preemptive doctrine that is
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not clear in its application, that some will seek today to differen-
tiate on the basis that it is in fact eligible against Iraq because in
fact they have the predisposition. That is not the basis of a preemp-
tive strike.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Davis?

Anyone over here? Mr. Rohrabacher would like to speak on Mr.
Lantos’ time. How much time do you give him?

Mr. LaNTOS. How much time would my friend like?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Two minutes, if I could.

Mr. LANTOS. I am happy to yield to my friend.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, the American people have been sen-
sitized in this last year; 9/11 did that to us. Before that, the Amer-
ican people were unwilling to come to grips with the threats that
we face around the world, especially threats like that of Saddam
Hussein and bin Laden at the time. Over and over again, some of
us tried to raise the emergency flag and say take a look here, we
have a problem, and people in this country didn’t want to face it.

Since 9/11 our public has been sensitized to this and President
Bush is wisely trying to lead us down the path to take care of this
problem, of this challenge, of this grave danger to our people in the
persona of Saddam Hussein, a man who is a monster, who has
murdered his own people. We don’t have to go through all of that
again.

This is not just about eliminating Saddam Hussein’s grasp on
nuclear weapons or chemical biological weapons. We did that be-
fore. We did that 10 years ago. He was disarmed. Guess what has
happened over the last 10 years? Again and again, we have evolved
into a situation, the inspectors have been limited. Little by little we
see evidence of the fact he is setting up operations to try to put to-
gether a storehouse and an arsenal of chemical/biological weapons.

No, this is not about just eliminating those weapons. It is not—
and “regime change” is just too sanitized a word. We are talking
about liberating the people of Iraq from this monster and at the
same time freeing the American people from this grave danger that
they face.

This monster Saddam Hussein, who has murdered his own peo-
ple, has a blood grudge against us. We brought him down 10 years
ago, and if we just think that we are going to put in all of these
inspectors and then they are going to find all of the weapons,
which nobody believes is really possible, and then we are going to
be safer, no way.

Saddam Hussein has got to go. We have the opportunity now to
rid our people of this grave danger. Shame on us if we are bogged
down with different posturing and political maneuvering. I ask for
an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. LANTOS. I am happy to yield.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Democracy means we have to work together
in times of crisis. I have been at odds with some of my friends on
the other side of the aisle on issues. You have heard it time and
time again. This is a chance we have to work together and make
our country and make the world safer, rather than getting bogged
down in process and being nitpicking about process.

The President has offered a chance. He said, go to Congress.
Well, he is here. He said, go to the United Nations. He went there.
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Let’s work together now to make sure that this is not derailed and
that we rid our country and world of this danger of Saddam Hus-
sein.

Chairman HYDE. Would the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. LANTOS. Of course, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. We have 1 minute and 12 seconds left. Mr.
Davis, who has the right to close, has 4 minutes 53 seconds. So you
have a big advantage.

But anyway, very quickly, there are three major reasons why
this is not a good idea. First of all, the amendment offered by Mr.
Davis relies upon action or inaction of the U.N. Security Council.
What it does is relevant to the trigger mechanism to permit action
by the United States against Iragq.

There is no sovereign right of defense independent of U.N. Secu-
rity Council consideration. In other words, this amendment ele-
vates the U.N. to the trigger mechanism, rather than having us
masters of our own destiny.

In addition, the amendment offered by Mr. Davis narrowly de-
fines the United States’ ability to defend our national security in-
terests only—I repeat—only if it is tied to threats from both weap-
ons of mass destruction and prohibited ballistic missiles. There 1s
a whole range of other deadly things out there, but this is confined
only to mass destruction and ballistic missiles.

Lastly, on notification. Under the bill we are supporting here, the
President must notify Congress either prior to taking action or
within 48 hours after using force against Iragq.

Mr. Davis’ amendment requires notice prior to moving against
Iraq. I submit to you, militarily that may be impossible. You put
shackles on the President by requiring that.

So that, plus this is a rewrite of the bill in question and upsets
so much, it is not going to work. Again, it is excessively deferential
to the U.N.

With that, Mr. Lantos yields back the balance of his time?

Mr. LaNToOs. I do.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you.

Mr. Davis oF FLORIDA. I yield 1 minute to Representative
Hoeffel.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Thank you, Mr. Davis. I think there are three good
reasons to support the Davis amendment. The first is it focuses on
eliminating the weapons of mass destruction. I think that is our
best legal and moral and political battleground with Saddam Hus-
sein, is to focus on his weapons of mass destruction.

Secondly, it refocuses our work in the United Nations. It requires
the President to exhaust his diplomatic efforts at the United Na-
tions. But it reserves the President’s right to act unilaterally if the
United Nations does not work itself. I think that is appropriate.

Thirdly, it raises the standard for the justification of going to war
from continuing to grave danger. The President used a wonderful
phrase, the “grave and gathering danger” he sees in Iraq. I agree
with that. It is a Churchillian phrase. Let us use that standard in
our own language. We are not trying to unravel any agreement, we
are trying to knit a stronger document. I support the Davis amend-
ment.

Chairman HYDE. Would Mr. Davis yield for a moment?
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Mr. Houghton has to leave and catch a plane. He asked leave to
make a short statement, if you don’t mind.

Mr. Houghton.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry that I
have to leave. This is a very important personal matter. If I were
here for the final vote I want to record that I would vote against
it. I want to leave that.

Chairman HYDE. That shall be a part of the record. Thank you.

Mr. Davis OF FLORIDA. Mr. Chairman, how much time remains
on my side?

Chairman HYDE. Three minutes and fifty-seven seconds.

Mr. DAvis OF FLORIDA. Mr. Chairman, I will go ahead and close.
Let me respond first to the substance of the comments you have
made—and Mr. Lantos, whom I have high respect for. I read the
memo that I believe you were referring to, and I think it is incor-
rect in suggesting that this amendment deprives the United States
of sovereign defense.

I don’t support that view. This doesn’t. If you read on page 2, it
is perfectly clear that this simply says that the President is re-
quired to proceed in good faith with the U.N., as he has already
started and as the underlying resolution says. If that does not suc-
ceed, once he attempts to do that, if it doesn’t succeed, he can
choose to exercise force if he finds there is a grave threat. So I
think that point is not an issue here.

You are correct, Mr. Chairman, that there should be a change
which could easily be accomplished through a manager’s amend-
ment to refer to the national interests of the country being weap-
ons of mass destruction or missiles. I agree with that.

With respect to the notice. Yes, it is correct, before the President
decides to use force, he has to pick up the telephone and call the
Speaker of the House and Speaker Pro Tempore of the Senate. I
think that is a reasonable requirement.

Mr. Lantos said the train is on its way, and we are reopening
the debate if we adopt the amendment. That is exactly what I in-
tend to do.

Let me say to my colleagues, this is ultimately not between us
and the President, this is about our constituents. This is about
them. This is about us making our best effort, not just the best
compromise that was developed yesterday, to make sure we do our
utmost to protect this country and clearly define the roles that our
constituents are going to play within our country, potentially in-
cluding the ultimate sacrifice. I think we would be remiss if we
didn’t have a fresh and open debate here. I don’t think we should
be afraid of slowing this down a little bit. We are not debating the
size of a tax cut, the size of a spending proposal, whether a regula-
tion goes too far or not far enough. We are debating among the
most fundamental obligations we face.

Let me just close by recapping the differences between what we
are going to vote on in final passage and what this amendment
says. If we do not adopt this amendment, we are conceding that
Iraq represents a continuing threat, and that if the U.N. doesn’t
work out, the President is free to use force against Iraq.

That is not what the President said in his speech to the Security
Council and the rest of the U.N. He said that Iraq posed a grave
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and gathering danger. We have taken that word, “grave danger,”
likely to cause serious harm to this country, and put it in here to
say if the U.N. process is not successful in disarming Saddam Hus-
sein. The President then has to make a determination that he
shares with the Congress and with the public that Iraq represents
a grave danger to our country.

I think that is a bar that should be raised. Does that tie the
President’s hands? Of course, it ties it a little bit, but that is our
job to provide balance and wisdom. It is wisdom and force that
should ultimately characterize the actions of the President and
Congress.

The second difference we are about to vote on is whether we
want to authorize the President to use force to enforce Security
Council resolutions that have nothing to do with weapons of mass
destruction. The way the resolution is unfortunately written, we
are giving the President the ability to use force to deal with the
way Saddam Hussein has oppressed his own people and engaged
in inappropriate activity with prisoners of war. Of course we are
against that and condemn it, but do we really want to use military
force on that basis? We don’t.

Let’s have a very clean, clear, simple declaration to our constitu-
ents, to the American people, to people abroad, as to exactly what
our intentions are. That is what our constituents are entitled to if
we are to wield the mighty military force of this country in dis-
arming Saddam Hussein.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman HYDE. All time for debate has expired. The question
occurs on the amendment offered by Mr. Davis.

All those in favor, say aye.

Those opposed, nay.

In my opinion, the noes have it.

Mr. Davis oF FLORIDA. I ask for a rollcall vote.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman is entitled to one. The clerk will
call the roll.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GIiLMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman votes no.

Mr. Leach.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Bereuter.

Mr. BEREUTER. Aye.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Bereuter votes yes.

Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith votes no.

Mr. Burton.

[No response.]

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Gallegly.

Mr. GALLEGLY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gallegly votes no.

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH Mr. Ballenger.

[No response.]
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Ms. RusH. Mr. Rohrabacher.
[No response.]

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Royce.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. King.

Mr. KING. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. King votes no.
Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Chabot votes no.
Mr. Houghton.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. McHugh.

Mr. McHUGH. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. McHugh. Votes no.
Mr. Cooksey.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Tancredo.

Mr. TANCREDO. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Tancredo votes no.
Mr. Paul.

Mr. PAUL. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Paul votes yes.
Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. No.
Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith votes no.
Mr. Pitts.

Mr. PrrTSs. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Pitts votes no.
Mr. Issa.

Mr. IssA. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Issa votes no.
Mr. Cantor.

Mr. CANTOR. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Cantor votes no.
Mr. Flake.

Mr. FLAKE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Flake votes no.
Mr. Kerns.

Mr. KERNS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Kerns votes no.
Mrs. Davis.

Mrs. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. No.
Ms. RusH. Mrs. Davis votes no.
Mr. Green.

Mr. GREEN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Green votes no.
Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Lantos votes no.
Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Berman votes no.
Mr. Ackerman.
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Mr. ACKERMAN. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Ackerman votes no.
Mr. Faleomavaega.

[No response.]

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Payne.

Mr. PAYNE. Yes.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Payne votes yes.
Mr. Menendez.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Menendez votes yes.
Mr. Brown.

Mr. BROWN. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Brown votes yes.
Ms. McKinney.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hilliard.

Mr. HILLIARD. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hilliard votes yes.
Mr. Sherman.

Mr. SHERMAN. Aye.

Ms. RUsSH. Mr. Sherman votes yes.
Mr. Wexler.

Mr. WEXLER. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Wexler votes yes.
Mr. Davis.

Mr. DAVIS OF FLORIDA. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Davis votes yes.
Mr. Engel.

Mr. ENGEL. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Engel votes no.
Mr. Delahunt.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Delahunt votes yes.
Mr. Meeks.

Mr. MEEKS. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Meeks votes yes.
Ms. Lee.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Crowley.

Mr. CROWLEY. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Crowley votes yes.
Mr. Hoeffel.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hoeffel votes yes.
Mr. Blumenauer.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Blumenauer votes yes.
Ms. Berkley.

Ms. BERKLEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Berkley votes no.
Mrs. Napolitano.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mrs. Napolitano votes yes.
Mr. Schiff.
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Mr. SCHIFF. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Schiff votes yes.

Ms. Watson.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hyde.

Chairman HYDE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hyde votes no.

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to vote no.

Ms. RUsH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes no.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, how am I recorded?

Ms. RUSH. You are not recorded.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I would like to vote no.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Rohrabacher votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Royce.

Mr. Royce. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Royce votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Leach.

Mr. LEACH. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Leach votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Ballenger.

Mr. BALLENGER. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Ballenger votes no.

Chairman HYDE. The clerk will report.

The CLERK. Mr. Chairman, on this vote there are 16 ayes and
26 noes.

Chairman HYDE. And the amendment is not agreed to.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment at the desk,
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. The clerk will report the Brown amendment.

[The information referred to follows:]
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AMENDMENT TO H. J. RES. 114

OFFERED BY MR. BROWN OF OHIO

Page 8, after line 20, insert the following:

(¢) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—Prior to using
United States Armed Forces against Iraq pursuant to the
authority granted in subsection (a), the President shall
transmit to Congress a report, in classified or unclassified
form as necessary, that addresses the domestic and for-
eign policy implications of military action against Iraq.
Such report shall include, at a minimum, the following:

(1) An estimate of the costs associated with
military action against Iraq and reconstruction of
Iraq, including a proposal that describes how the
United States will pay such costs.

(2) An analysis of the impact on the United
States economy of the use of resources for military
action against Iraq and reconstruction of Iraq.

(3) A comprehensive plan for United States fi-
nancial and political commitment to long-term cul-
tural, economic, and political stabilization in a free
Iraq.

(4) A comprehensive statement that details the
nature and extent of the international support for

military action against Iraq, and the effects, if any,
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military action against Iraq will have on the broader
war on terrorism, including, but not limited to, the
effect on the support of United States allies in the
Middle East.

(5) A comprehensive analysis of the effect on
the stability of Iraq and the region of any “‘regime
change” in Iraq that may occur as the result of
United States military action, including, but not lim-
ited to, the effect on the national aspirations of the
Kurds, Turkey and it’s continued support for United
States policy in the region, the economic and polit-
ical impact on Jordan and the stability of the Jor-
danian Monarchy, and the economic and political

stability of Saudi Arabia.

Page 8, line 21, strike “(¢)” and insert “(d)”.
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Ms. RusH. Amendment offered by Mr. Brown: Page 8, after line
20, insert the following.

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, further reading of the
amendment is dispensed with. The gentleman is recognized for 5
minutes in support of his amendment. Ten minutes, I am sorry.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Two or three weeks ago, three retired four-star generals testified
in front of a Senate Committee, stating that attacking Iraq without
a U.N. resolution supporting military action could limit aid from al-
lies, “super-charge,” is the words one used, recruiting for al-Qaeda,
and undermine our war on terrorism.

While the President appears fully invested in taking our country
to war, many Americans are not convinced. There are too many
questions the Administration has yet to answer, especially ones
evolving around the war on terrorism.

If we strike Iraq on our own, if we unilaterally go into Iraq, what
happens with the campaign against terrorism? Most of our allies
in the war on terror oppose U.S. unilateral action against Iraq. Will
our coalition against terrorism fracture? And once we win a unilat-
eral war, will we be responsible for unilaterally rebuilding Iraq?

I am not convinced the Administration possesses the political
commitment to repair the damage done after the defeat of Saddam
Hussein. This may entail sustained military engagement and ap-
propriations of hundreds of millions of dollars a year for years and
years to come. Should a new enemy arise while we are paying for
the campaign against al-Qaeda and the reconstruction of Iraq, will
our resources be so overextended that we will be ill-equipped to ad-
dress this new threat? These difficult questions need answers.

We should not in this Congress authorize the use of force unless
the Administration can detail what it plans to do and how we will
deal with the consequences of these actions.

I recommend we set stronger conditions before any military ac-
tion is permitted. My amendment sets a condition to section 3 that
the President present to Congress a report that addresses the do-
mestic and foreign policy implications of military action against
Iraq. Such a report should include, but not be limited to, a cost es-
timate for military action and reconstruction—along with a pro-
posal for how the U.S. will pay for these costs, an analysis of the
impact of the U.S. domestic economy, including oil prices, and of
the use of resources for military action and reconstruction of Iragq;
a comprehensive plan for U.S. financial and political commitment
to long-term cultural, economic, and political stabilization in a free
Iraq; a comprehensive statement that details the extent of the
international support for military operations in Iraq; and what ef-
fect a military action against Iraq will mean for the broader war
on terrorism; and a comprehensive analysis of the effect on the sta-
bility of Iraq and the region of any regime change in Iraq that may
occur as a result of U.S. military action.

These are not unreasonable demands. They don’t tie the hands
in any way of the Administration. They don’t change the thrust of
the resolution.

These are questions, however, that must be answered before
Congress can responsibly allow the President to send our sons and
daughters to war. We are going down a long and very dangerous
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road. We all know that. We have all acknowledged that. When the
lives of so many innocent people are at risk, when the broader war
against terrorism and our country’s economic stability are at risk,
we should at least be making this important decision with our ayes
wide open.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Issa.

Mr. IssA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I rise in opposition to this amendment. I might point out that al-
though it is well-intended, it seems to have a consistent pattern.
Item by item: Item 1, cost; item 2, economic or economy of the
United States; item 3, financial commitment; item 4, involvement
of others; item 5, back to economic.

There is a pattern here which is that in fact what this seeks to
do is take us from principles of should we or should we not change
a totalitarian regime to what does it cost.

This is not an Appropriations Committee. Our responsibility is to
consider the merit of the President’s action to restore freedom in
that area of the world. I believe that this amendment seeks to
send—maybe unintentionally—but seeks to send the wrong mes-
sage.

I would like to take this short period of time to further express
my support for the resolution as it is. I do so specifically because
the President has gone out of his way, upon request of the Con-
gress and the United Nations, to articulate why today we are talk-
ing about Iraq and not Cuba, about Iraq and not Iran, about Iraq
and not Libya, about Iraq and not Syria, about Iraq and not North
Korea.

The President has gone out of his way to put Saddam Hussein’s
corrupt and dangerous regime in a unique category even among
those nations that we have serious concerns about their regimes.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I again reiterate my opposition to wa-
tering down this resolution and my support of the resolution.

Chairman HYDE. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. IssA. I gladly yield to the gentleman.

Chairman HYDE. I thank the gentleman. One of the objections to
this amendment is that it compromises intelligence, sensitive intel-
ligence information, and may lead to some very unpleasant disclo-
sures and deny us information from other countries.

For example, paragraph 4 of the amendment says that the gov-
ernment, our government, shall provide to Congress a comprehen-
sive statement that details the nature and extent of the inter-
national support for military action against Iraq.

Now, what if one of the frontline states which has a delicate po-
litical situation at home is helping us with intelligence, with infor-
mation, with personnel, with all sorts of things? We have to dis-
close that prior to using United States Armed Forces? That is
crazy. I mean, that has never been done before. If we were required
to do it in this resolution, we would be denying access to a lot of
sensitive information.

So I submit that this asks a lot of questions, and those are ques-
tions that could be asked at hearings, maybe in executive session,
maybe not. But I think this is a poison pill, and I respectfully re-
quest a no vote on this. Thank you.
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to my friend from
Florida, Mr. Wexler.

Mr. WEXLER. Thank you, Mr. Brown. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, as I stated yesterday, I am going to vote for the
resolution. I am voting for the resolution because I entirely agree
with the President’s policy and objective of regime change in Iraq
and the disarmament of Iraq. But I would hope that the goal of
this Committee and the goal of the Congress when we are done de-
bating and passing a resolution, the goal should be to put the
President, our military forces, and our diplomatic officials in the
strongest position possible to effectuate the goals and the objectives
of the President.

It seems to me that the Brown amendment does a great deal of
good in putting us in that posture.

I don’t think anyone on this Committee or in fact anyone in this
Congress at this point in time knows with any reasonable degree
of certainty what the estimates are of what this thing is going to
cost. Who is going to pay for it? Where is it coming from?

The President has not spoken to this Congress about what may
be an allocation of hundreds of billions of dollars. Are we freezing
tax cuts? Are we running greater deficits? Are we raising taxes?
Are we cutting domestic programs?

I think the American people have a right to know so that there
is an informed judgment. Ultimately, I believe if there is a nuclear
danger in Iraq, we should pay for it—we have to—to disarm it. But
we have to make certain that the information is available, and this
resolution, on its face, that I am going to vote for, admittedly, will
not provide the American people with that information.

Now, there may be not a specific effort to mislead, but people
might think it might be the same thing as the last time. Well, it
is very different from the last time. The last time in the Gulf War,
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait paid the bulk of the freight. Not this
time, because we apparently don’t have the international support
to do so. So it seems to me the American people, so we could unify
behind the President and his policy, ought to know all the facts.

We ought to know what the ramifications in Turkey are going to
be. The IMF has given more than $30 billion to Turkey, of which
half comes from American taxpayers. Their economy may be crip-
pled from a war in Iraq. Are we going to be required to spend bil-
lions more in Turkey? I would say we probably should. Where is
the money coming from? What is the plan, Mr. President?

How about Jordan? We just passed a free trade agreement with
Jordan because they are our ally in the Middle East peace process.
What is going to be the impact on Jordan? Where is that discus-
sion? Nowhere here. What is going to be the plan? More money to
Jordan? I probably think yes. We have to help them more. Where
is it coming from?

I think the American people deserve that information to be pro-
vided before we make a decision, so it is an informed one. I will
vote for it, but I would hope we would know the information.

Thank you.

Mr. IssA. I would be pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from California, Mr. Lantos.
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Mr. LANTOS. Thank you for yielding. There are no two colleagues
I have more respect for than the two gentlemen who have spoken,
Mr. Brown and Mr. Wexler. But allow me to raise some questions.

I am all in favor of getting precise budget estimates, but as a
professional economist, allow me to raise some different kinds of
questions.

The World Trade Center tragedy, according to the best estimates,
cost $100 billion. Now, if Iraq is going to participate in potential
military action against our forces, our territory, failure to pass this
resolution might cost trillions of dollars. This is not a single act
that is perfectly predictable in all of its ramifications.

Although I don’t think my analogy is very good, it seems to me
that this is somewhat analogous to a prenuptial agreement that
you are demanding. You are demanding to know what the visiting
rights will be after your children, not yet born, will have the pleas-
ure of a divorce between the two parents.

I mean, when far greater military undertakings were con-
templated, like World War II, the list of questions that my good
friend Mr. Brown has raised would have totally paralyzed the al-
lied forces because everything, looking ahead 6 years, would have
had to have been predicted.

This assumes a degree of omniscience which clearly no one on
this planet, not the most competent White House, Republican or
Democratic, Defense Department, or State Department, could pos-
sibly have. Those are all legitimate questions. And the Brookings
Institute and other think-tanks will be dealing with them, both be-
fore and after.

But to expect precision along items when vast, vast areas are not
even mentioned—let us assume we would have prepared better for
the terrorist act that occurred at New York City in September
2001. It would have been very reasonable to ask would it be worth
it to spend $50 billion to prevent terrorism because the cost will
be $100 billion?

I think Mr. Brown has made a very useful contribution to our
dialogue. Mr. Wexler has made a very useful contribution to our
dialogue. But to anticipate with a straight face as of today that all
of these questions can be answered, when questions of far greater
order have not even been asked, with all due respect, I believe is
unrealistic.

For instance, I can’t tell you, nobody can tell you, how much of
the collapse of the stock market was related to September 11. Well,
the stock market lost $4.5 trillion; $4,500 billion. I hope nobody
will ask me how much of that loss was attributable to the terrorist
act. Some of it clearly was. Was it $1 trillion, $2 trillion, half a tril-
lion? There is no person on Earth who can answer that.

So we have to put these costs in the context of other costs. The
best estimates we have gotten from our Budget Office is that ini-
tially the cost of a military undertaking, which we all hope to
avoid, is about $9 billion a month.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. IssA. I yield the gentleman another 2 minutes.

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you very much. I merely would like to reit-
erate, Mr. Chairman, that the two gentlemen who spoke so pas-
sionately on this subject are raising extremely valuable questions.
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I think these will be the issues we will be debating now and in the
future. But to expect precise answers at this moment in history to
these questions, and no answers to what will happen if we choose
to do nothing—what is the cost of doing nothing, what is the cost
of allowing Iraq to continue developing weapons of mass destruc-
tion—I think is somewhat of an incomplete approach to the di-
lemma.

I am merely suggesting that if we are asking for a degree of ex-
cruciating precision should military action be undertaken, we need
to ask with equal fervor and with equal excruciating detail the cost
of inaction. I dare anyone who can give me precise answers to that
set of questions, which are equally legitimate.

Chairman HYDE. Excuse me, I think everybody is out of time. So
the question is on the Brown amendment

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I am not even close to being out of
time. I took about 4 minutes. I yielded 2 to Mr. Wexler. I have 4
or 5 more speakers that will take a minute or 2 each, according to
my math.

Chairman HYDE. Let me check again with the clerk.

Chairman HYDE. She says Mr. Issa has 3 minutes left and all of
Mr. Brown’s speakers spoke overtime.

Mr. BROWN. No, that is not fair, Mr. Chairman. I only had one
speaker. I yielded Mr. Wexler 2 minutes. If he spoke 12, it is only
2 off my time.

Chairman HYDE. You yielded to Mr. Lantos.

Mr. BROWN. I didn’t yield to Mr. Lantos. I listened carefully. I
don’t think Mr. Lantos was on my side on this. I am not positive,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LaNTOS. I am on your side, but not on this issue.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. BROWN. I do object, Mr. Chairman. I have more than 3 min-
utes.

Chairman HYDE. All right, 4 minutes.

Mr. BROWN. Five, six? I yield one minute to Mr. Hoeffel.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Thank you, Mr. Brown.

I think Mr. Brown raises some very good questions that we need
to grapple with. There may not be completely precise information
available, but now is the time to ask these questions.

I would say regarding paragraph 4, the so-called intelligence
threat, I don’t think that is true. The Brown language talks about
the President transmitting to Congress a report in classified or un-
classified form as necessary. If it is difficult information, it can be
classified in its report to us.

Paragraph 3 is the key here. It talks about a comprehensive plan
for the United States’ financial and political commitment to long-
term stabilization of a free Iraq. We need to talk about that now.
We need to know whether we need to embark on a modern day
Marshall Plan. If it is for one country alone, for Iraq. This is the
time to discuss those issues. This is the time to make the commit-
ment, not later. These questions are beneficial and should be an-
swered and should be addressed now.

I yield back.

Mr. BROWN. I yield 15 seconds to Mr. Payne.
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Mr. PAYNE. Thank you. I think that it is important that we talk
about the financial commitment. We made a commitment to Af-
ghanistan. That commitment has not even been—it is almost off
the table. We need to take a look at our financial commitments.

The other thing that I just want to say at this time is that I
think we are doing a disservice when we connect Saddam Hussein
and going into Iraq and taking these weapons as a direct correla-
tion to al-Qaeda and the fact that Americans are going to be safer
from terrorism. I think that Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld is lead-
ing people down the wrong path to say that to do Saddam Hussein
in will end the al-Qaeda cells. It is wrong and we should stop put-
ting that on American people. We will be in as much jeopardy after
that as we are at this time.

Mr. BROWN. I yield 1 minute to Mr. Blumenauer.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you. Two very brief points. I hesitate
ever to disagree with the Committee leadership, but first of all, it
seems to me the analogy with World War II, which keeps coming
up time and time again, this would not pertain. We were attacked
on World War II. Congress acted in a flash. We were able to move
forward. Nobody expects when we are under direct attack that we
would go through this.

This speaks to the situation where we have a 30-year history of
bungling and missteps in the Middle East, and we have a chance
to think a little bit about what we do before we go into it now. I
think these are the sorts of things precisely that Congress should
be thinking about.

I appreciate the notion that we don’t want to target our point,
but I think Mr. Brown’s resolution language that says that it
should be submitted in classified or unclassified language speaks to
that and allows us to be able to make sure the information is here.
We can delegate it to our Intelligence Committee and to our legisla-
tive leadership, but we should at least ask that the information be
available. I think it is reasonable.

Mr. IssA. Mr. Chairman, who has the right to close on this?

Chairman HYDE. The offerer of the amendment.

Mr. Issa. Mr. Chairman, I have but one more speaker. I would
like to make Mr. Brown aware of it.

Mr. BROWN. How much time do we have, Mr. Chairman?

Chairman HYDE. I have 1 minute and 8 seconds for you, Mr.
Brown. Mr. Issa, I don’t have the time.

Mr. IssA. I have 3, but I intend on 1 minute being resumed. I
could do that now.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman has the right to close. Why don’t
you proceed?

Mr. IssA. I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California, Mr.
Rohrabacher.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Just to be aware, for those who are calling
for this amendment or other amendments to be passed, I voted
against an amendment earlier today on the Chairman’s request,
because he made it very clear that if we start unraveling the agree-
ment that the President and the Congress has reached, it is going
to unravel this whole thing.

So as much as my colleagues who are expressing this strong
moral sentiment about what we really support, what this is all
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about, but we are demanding this and this, that is really opposing
this whole proposition that we confront Saddam Hussein. This un-
dermines the entire effort.

Yes, I am sure an audit of Iraq and all of their weapons and a
doctoral dissertation or two would be very helpful. If we could get
ready and get out studying these economic things for semester
after semester, and come back and have a full look at it, I am sure
that would help us.

But if we vote for one of these proposals today, what we are say-
ing is we are not going to confront Saddam Hussein and this whole
agreement we have is going to unravel. Do you know what? We will
be more at risk. This will make sure that every gangster, every ter-
rorist in the world, understands what America is all about. We are
so democratic that we can’t get ourselves to act in our own defense
when we have a monster like Saddam Hussein who is out there
arming himself with nuclear weapons and chemical/biological
weapons. Instead we start talking about audits. Give me a break.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Brown
is recognized to close.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you. We are doing much more, Mr. Chair-
man, than talking about audits. We are also doing much more than
the straw-man argument erected by leaders of both parties in this
Committee that the cost of doing nothing versus the cost that they
don’t want to talk about of doing something—none of us is saying
we should do nothing.

There are two big issues here. One is that the American people
talk to every one of us every day about—in our district. There is
no evidence the Administration has considered or talked to the
American people about what this means in the war on terrorism.
What is this going to mean with our relationship with Pakistan or
Saudi Arabia, or our relationship with France and Germany if we
take unilateral action?

The other is the issue Mr. Hoeffel brought up, and that is what
are we going to do after we win? There is no discussion from the
President, there is no talking to the American people from the Ad-
ministration or, frankly, from congressional leaders about what
kind of commitment we have to the country of Iraq, to the people
of Iraq, after we win this war. How long will our commitment be?
How much money will our commitment be to Iraq? It is just not
a question of cost, it is a question of commitment to make sure that
the next government after Saddam Hussein’s government is any
better; that democracy really can flourish there. It could be a model
for democracy in the Middle East.

There is no indication of the kind of commitment our government
will have, how much it will cost, how willing we are to pay, how
willing we are to keep that political commitment, that commitment
to the people of Iraq and the Middle East, and peace and democ-
racy in that region. That is why this amendment is important, so
that we know this information as much as possible before this reso-
lution gets through this Congress.

Chairman HYDE. The question occurs on the amendment. I know
the gentleman will want a rollcall, so let’s cut right to the rollcall.
The clerk will call the roll.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman.



164

[No response.]

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.

RusH. Mr. Leach.

LeEAcH. No.

RUSH. Mr. Leach votes no.
Bereuter.

BEREUTER. No.

RuUsH. Mr. Bereuter votes no.
Smith.

[No response.]

Ms.

RusH. Mr. Burton.

[No response.]

Ms.

RusH. Mr. Gallegly.

[No response.]

Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.

RusH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.
RoOS-LEHTINEN. No.

RuUsH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes no.
Ballenger.

BALLENGER. No.

RusH. Mr. Ballenger votes no.
Rohrabacher.

ROHRABACHER. No.

RuUsH. Mr. Rohrabacher votes no.
Royce.

RoycEe. No.

RusH. Mr. Royce votes no.

King.

[No response.]

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.

RusH. Mr. Chabot.
CHABOT. No.

RusH. Mr. Chabot votes no.
Houghton.

[No response.]

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.

RusH. Mr. McHugh.
McHugH. No.

RusH. Mr. McHugh votes no.
Cooksey.

[No response.]

Ms.

RusH. Mr. Tancredo.

[No response.]

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

RusH. Mr. Paul.

PAUL. Aye.

RusH. Mr. Paul votes yes.
Smith.

SMITH OF MICHIGAN. No.
RuUsH. Mr. Smith votes no.
Pitts.

PrrTs. No.

RusH. Mr. Pitts votes no.
Issa.

Issa. No.

RusH. Mr. Issa votes no.
Cantor.

CANTOR. No.

RusH. Mr. Cantor votes no.
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. Flake.

. FLAKE. No.

. RusH. Mr. Flake votes no.
. Kerns.

. KERNS. No.

. RusH. Mr. Kerns votes no.
s. Davis.

s. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. No.
RuUsH. Mrs. Davis votes no.
Green.

GREEN. No.

RusH. Mr. Green votes no.
Lantos.

LaNTOS. No.

RusH. Mr. Lantos votes no.
Berman.

BERMAN. No.

RuUsH. Mr. Berman votes no.
Ackerman.

ACKERMAN. No.

RusH. Mr. Ackerman votes no.
Faleomavaega.

[No response.]

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.

RusH. Mr. Payne.

PAYNE. Yes.

RUsH. Mr. Payne votes yes.
Menendez.

MENENDEZ. Yes.

RusH. Mr. Menendez votes yes.
Brown.

BROWN. Yes.

RuUsH. Mr. Brown votes yes.
RusH. Ms. McKinney.

[No response.]

. RusH. Mr. Hilliard.

. HILLIARD. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Hilliard votes yes.
. Sherman.

. SHERMAN. No.

. RusH. Mr. Sherman votes no.
. Wexler.

. WEXLER. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Wexler votes yes.
. Davis.

. DAvis OF FLORIDA. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Davis votes yes.

. Engel.

[No response.]

Ms.

Mr
Ms
Mr

RUsH. Mr. Delahunt.

. DELAHUNT. Yes.

. RusH. Mr. Delahunt votes yes.
. Meeks.

[No response.]

Ms

. RUusH. Ms. Lee.
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[No response.]

Mr. Crowley.

Mr. CROWLEY. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Crowley votes yes.

Mr. Hoeffel.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hoeffel votes yes.

Mr. Blumenauer.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Yes.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Blumenauer votes yes.

Ms. Berkley.

Ms. BERKLEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Berkley votes no.

Mrs. Napolitano.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mrs. Napolitano votes yes.

Mr. Schiff.

Mr. ScHIFF. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Schiff votes no.

Ms. Watson.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hyde.

Chairman HYDE. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hyde votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Gilman?

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman is not recorded.

Mr. GILMAN. I vote no.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Burton.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Burton is not recorded.

Mr. BURTON. I vote no.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Burton votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Tancredo.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Tancredo is not recorded.

Mr. TANCREDO. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Tancredo votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Chris Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith votes no.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Kerns.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Kerns voted no.

Chairman HYDE. Have all voted who wish?

The clerk will report.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Engel.

Mr. ENGEL. How am I recorded?

Ms. RusH. Mr. Engel did not vote.

Mr. ENGEL. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Engel votes no.

Chairman HYDE. The clerk will report.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Chairman, on this vote there are 12 ayes and 28
noes.

Chairman HYDE. The amendment is not agreed to.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I would offer an amendment.
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Chairman HYDE. The gentleman is recognized for that purpose
and the clerk will read the amendment.
[The information referred to follows:]
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AMENDMENT TO H. J. RES.

OFFERED BY MR. BLUMENAUER

Page 7, strike line 24 and all that follows through

line 20 on page 8 and insert the following:
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(b) UN MULTINATIONAL FORCE; DETERMINA-

TION.—In connection with the exercise of the authority
oranted in subsection (a) to use force, the President

shall—

(1) prior to such exercise, instruct the United
States representative to the United Nations to use
the voice and vote of the United States to urge the
United Nations to provide for the establishment of
an armed multinational force under the auspices of
the United Nations to ensure that international
weapons inspectors are able to carry out robust,
unhindered, and comprehensive inspections of any
and all Iraqi installations and facilities relating to
its nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons pro-
grams, including the means to deliver and develop
such weapons; and

(2) prior to such exercise or as soon thereafter
as may be feasible, but no later than 48 hours after
exercising such authority, make available to the

Speaker of the House of Representatives and the
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President pro tempore of the Senate his determina-

tion that—

(A) reliance by the United States on fur-
ther diplomatic or other peaceful means alone
either (i) will not adequately protect the na-
tional security of the United States against the
continuing threat posed by Iraq or (ii) is not
likely to lead to enforcement of all relevant
United Nations Security Council resolutions re-
garding Iraq; and

(B) acting pursuant to this resolution is
consistent with the United States and other
countries continuing to take the necessary ac-
tions against international terrorists and ter-
rorist organizations, including those nations, or-
ganizations or persons who planned, authorized,
committed or aided the terrorists attacks that

oceurred on September 11, 2001.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. I would ask that we suspend the reading.

Chairman HYDE. Certainly. Let her designate it first. Just read
the heading.

Ms. RUsH. Amendment offered by Mr. Blumenauer, page 7,
strike line 24——

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, further reading of the
amendment is dispensed with. Mr. Blumenauer is recognized for 10
whole minutes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I assure you I will not use that
time. I get the sense of the spirit in which you would like to move
it forward.

Chairman HYDE. Bless you, Mr. Blumenauer.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. It is not my intention to seek a recorded vote.
I have been largely quiet throughout this hearing. I have two ob-
servations that I would wish to offer up. One speaks to the process
which we have been going through, Mr. Chairman, which I think
is very, very important. I feel more optimistic about what is going
on and don’t feel the need for us to be channeled very narrowly.

We have watched for the last 2 months as we have seen a sort
of flailing about from the Administration, a number of inconsistent
statements. But I think we are moving it to a better path. Maybe
part of the reason that things are moving along a little better was
some of this early inconsistency and flailing about. But we are back
to the United Nations. We are working with potential partners.

I appreciate what the Committee leadership and the House lead-
ership did working with the Administration to improve upon the
resolution that was originally brought forward. I think we are mov-
ing in the right direction.

I do think, however, that the Committee has an important role
to play in allowing this process to move forward. I always am
stunned and impressed by the presentation from my Democratic
colleagues. The Committee leadership has honed in and advanced
this discussion. I have been touched, frankly, by some of the re-
marks from some of the people on the other side of the aisle, from
Mr. Bereuter, Mr. Leach, Mr. Smith, Mr. Tancredo. There have
been important things that have been put on the record.

But this is a more important process for us to play rather than
trying to seek some sort of elusive consensus here on Capitol Hill.
I think that is building the base of understanding and support with
the American public, and we are not there yet by a long shot.

And I think our working through some of these concepts here
and, God forbid, even accepting a few amendments that intellectu-
ally make sense, that strengthen this proposal, that means that the
Committee is doing its job.

The leadership, in its wisdom—it has done it; we have seen that
this congressional system can strip it away, change it in the Rules
Committee if they want, but I think we have an obligation to put
forth the best possible product. We continue to do so.

The substance of the amendment that I would offer up is to seek
support for the concept of coercive, muscular sanctions that were
articulated before this Committee by Jessica Mathews and General
Charles Boyd, working with the people from the Carnegie Endow-
ment for 6 months. It would help us avoid the trap of a simple at-
tack or relying on the failed inspections scheme of the past. Adopt-
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ing this approach would entail little or no risk. If it were rejected,
it would, in fact, put us in a stronger position to build potential
partnerships, to continue to put pressure on the United Nations.

Mr. Speaker—excuse me, Mr. Chairman—I think the last 2
months of turmoil have left us all better off. The Administration is
not where it was. It is more focused and it is moving, I think, in
the right direction. Congress is working with the Administration to
produce a resolution which, although not ideal by any stretch of the
imagination, is better. I think we can make it better still.

Now, there are clear indications that the resolution is not going
to be changed here in this Committee. But this Committee is not
going to be the last word in this hearing. And I hope, Mr. Chair-
man, with your leadership, and Mr. Lantos’, with the goodwill of
the Members of this Committee, that we can find ways to carry for-
ward these important principles and concepts.

Chairman HYDE. Would the gentleman yield? I want to congratu-
late the gentleman on an excellent amendment. It is a good idea.
It is so good that it is what the government is already doing—at-
tempting to fashion, an armed multinational force by the United
Nations to effectuate the inspection regime.

I would appreciate it if the gentleman would withdraw this
amendment on my assurances that it will be very favorably men-
tioned in the report as an idea that is already being implemented,
but is very helpful.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw the amend-
ment.

I want to say that I hope that our Committee can continue to
find ways to hone in on the important discussions that we have
had here to give voice to the concerns of the Committee Members
and move this forward over the course of the next few months. We
are coming back before the next Congress is installed, and I hope
there may be ways to build upon it.

I appreciate your kind comments and I withdraw my amend-
ment.

Chairman HYDE. There is an old adage in practicing law: When
you have won the case, you get out of the courtroom before the
judge changes his mind. But Mr. Lantos wants to talk.

Mr. LaNTOS. I just want to commend my friend for an excellent
statement.

Chairman HYDE. I associate myself, as always, with Mr. Lantos’
remarks. The amendment is withdrawn.

Are there other amendments? Mr. Delahunt has an amendment.
The clerk will report the amendment.

[The information referred to follows:]
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AMENDMENT TO H. J. RES.

OFFERED BY MR. DELAHUNT

Add at the end the following:

SEC.

5. STATEMENT OF POLICY REGARDING INTER-
NATIONAL TRIBUNAL ON TRAQ.

(a) FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) For more than two decades Saddam Hus-
sein and other Iraqi officials have committed geno-
cide, war ecrimes, and ecrimes against humanity
against the people of Iraq and neighboring countries.

(2) The Iraqi regime used poison gas against
the Iranian people during the 1980-1988 Iran-Iraq
war as a matter of policy.

(3) The Iraqi regime has severely repressed the
Kurdish population in Iraq through the use of chem-
ical weapons, summary executions, the widespread
destruction of villages, the placement of more than
10,000,000 landmines in Iraqi Kurdistan, and the
forced relocation of hundreds of thousands of ethnie
Kurds and Turkomen.

(4) The Iraqi regime has carried out severe re-
pression against Marsh Arabs and Shi’a Arabs in
southern Iraq, expelling the population of entire vil-

lages, burning houses and fields, demolishing houses
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with bulldozers, draining and poisoning marshes,
and summarily executing thousands of civilians, in-
cluding the assassination of Shi’a clerics.

(5) The status and whereabouts of more than
600 Kuwaitis and other individuals who were taken
prisoner during the Persian Gulf War remain un-
known and unaccounted for by the Iraqi Govern-
ment.

(6) Kuwait continues to be plagued by
unexploded landmines laid by Iraqi forces, and the
destruction of Kuwait by departing Iraqi troops has
vet to be redressed by the Iraqi Government.

(7) Saddam Hussein has summarily tortured
and Kkilled political opponents and created an envi-
ronment of terror, fear, and repression within Iraq.

(8) The Republic of Iraq is a signatory to the
Universal Declaration on IHuman Rights, the Inter-
national Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of
the Crime of Genocide and other human rights in-
struments, and the Geneva Convention on the Treat-
ment of Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949, and
is obligated to comply with these international agree-

ments.



© 00 N oo 0o b~ W N PP

N NN NN B R R R R R R R R
5E W N B O © 0 N O 00 W N B O

174
ILL.C.

3

(9) The United Nations Security Council, with
full United States support, has established ad hoe
international criminal tribunals for the former Yugo-
slavia and Rwanda, and supported an independent
special court for Sierra Lieone to bring to justice in-
dividuals responsible for war crimes and crimes
against humanity in those countries.

(10) In the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998 (Public
Law 105-338) and other legislation, Congress has
called for the establishment of an ad hoc inter-
national criminal tribunal for the purpose of pros-
ecuting Saddam Hussein and other Iraqi officials re-
sponsible for genocide, war ecrimes, and crimes
against humanity.

(11) The evidence against the Iraqi regime is
substantial and readily available.

(12) It is uncertain that Saddam Hussein and
others in his regime would be subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the International Criminal Court;

(13) An ad hoc international tribunal on Iraq
would provide a critical forum for demonstrating the
heinous nature of the Iraqi regime and help provide
the moral authority for pursuing other options to di-

minish or eliminate the threat posed by Saddam
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Hussein and his associates to Iraq’s neighbors and
to the Iraqi people.

(14) The core of American democracy is respect
for the rule of law and the protection of funda-
mental human rights.

(15) The Congress is committed to ensuring
that Saddam Hussein and his closest accomplices
are held fully accountable for the horrendous atroc-
ities carried out under their direction and supports
international efforts to achieve this objective.

(b) STATEMENT OF PoLICY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Congress—

(A) deplores the Iraqi Government’s pat-
tern of gross violations of human rights, which
has resulted in a pervasive system of repression,
sustained by the widespread use of terror and
intimidation;

(B) condemns the Iraqi Government’s re-
peated defiance of United Nations Security
Council resolutions calling on Iraq to fully dis-
arm itself of weapons of mass destruction and
condemns the use of such weapons against the
people of Traq and neighboring countries;

(C) denounces the refusal of the Iraqi Gov-

ernment to comply with international human
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rights instruments to which it is a party and
cooperate with international monitoring bodies
and compliance mechanisms, including account-
ing of Kuwaiti prisoners;

(D) expresses concern that the inter-
national community has failed to act to bring
Saddam Hussein and his closest accomplices to
justice; and

(E) urges the President and the Secretary
of State to—

(i) seek the immediate adoption of a

United Nations Security Council resolution

establishing an ad hoe eriminal tribunal for

the purpose of immediately investigating
and, on or after the date specified in para-
graph (2), prosecuting Saddam Hussein
and his closest accomplices who are re-
sponsible for war crimes and crimes
against humanity; and

(i1) take steps to ensure such an ad
hoc international tribunal on Iraq is fully
operational without delay and provide full
support, in concert with our allies and the

United Nations, to assist the tribunal in

fulfilling its mandate.
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(2) DATE.—The date referred to in paragraph
(1)(E)(1) is any date after the date of the enactment
of this joint resolution on which the Security Coun-
cil, or any individual or entity duly authorized by the
Security Council, determines that Iraq is in material
breach of its obligations under relevant Security
Couneil resolutions as they relate to Iraq’s weapons

of mass destruction programs.
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Ms. RusH. Amendment offered by Mr. Delahunt. At the end the
following——

I\/ér. DELAHUNT. I move that the amendment be considered as
read.

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, so ordered. The gentleman is
recognized for 10 minutes in support of his amendment, and the
opposition time will be assigned to Mr. Royce.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Before I begin speaking to the amendment, Mr.
Chairman, let me just echo the sentiments that were expressed by
Mr. Blumenauer in terms of your leadership, and by extension,
that goes also to the Ranking Member in terms of insisting that
regular order take place with this issue that is of such concern to
so many in this country. You are to be commended for encouraging
debate, and I think it has been time productively well spent.

And I think it is true, too, that we all agree on one objective, and
that is unanimous, that we permanently end the threat to peace
and regional stability posed by Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction;
and the question is, how can we best accomplish this.

I would put forth that this amendment would promote another
option for bringing about Iraqi compliance and, again, as has been
expressed over and over by individual Members avoid war. I would
also add that it does not threaten the integrity of the underlying
resolution. It is an add-on, if you will, a sense of Congress. But it
recommends the immediate adoption of a United Nations Security
Council resolution establishing an ad hoc tribunal to investigate
and prosecute Saddam Hussein and his accomplices for acts of
genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity.

Up to this point, the amendment merely reaffirms legislation
calling for an international tribunal to prosecute Saddam and his
accomplices. I would note that in 1997 the House voted overwhelm-
ingly, the vote was 396 to 2, to urge establishment of such an Iraqi
tribunal, and the following year the Senate followed suit by a
unanimous vote of 97 to nothing. And these votes were reaffirmed
by the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998.

And it also should be noted that the State Department has set
aside $8 million expressly for this purpose. But this amendment
would add a trigger in an attempt to motivate compliance.

It allows the tribunal to issue indictments only if the Security
Council finds that Saddam Hussein has failed to comply with in-
spections. The first time he violates a Security Council resolution,
he is subject to immediate indictment and arrest or whatever ap-
propriate international action is available—a one-strike-and-you’re-
out concept, I would suggest.

In short, the amendment is—and I think I heard Mr. Lantos use
this term before—a sword of Damocles which uses the threat of
prosecution to induce compliance. He can avoid indictment only as
long as he allows inspectors to have unfettered, unimpeded access
to his facilities and to dismantle whatever weapons of mass de-
struction they find.

Furthermore, a duly constituted tribunal for Iraq, firmly ground-
ed in the rule of law according to existing principles of inter-
national law, isolates Saddam and engenders international respect
and approval, and is reflective of a core democratic value that we
constantly espouse as Americans, the rule of law. It would also
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make clear that the problem is not a country, it is not a people,
but a man, an individual, a villain. We wouldn’t be at war with
Arabs. We would not be at war with Islam or the people of Iraq.
It wouldn’t be about a political system. It wouldn’t be a clash of civ-
ilizations. It would be about, as I said, an evil individual. And like
the Hague proceedings that are now ongoing against Milosevic, an
Iraq tribunal could help pave the way for regime change without
forcing us into war.

Let me submit that $8 million is a bargain when compared to the
countless billions that a full-scale war would require, and coupled
with an ironclad, airtight inspection regime, could hopefully, and
possibly, save thousands of lives.

I urge support for the amendment and reserve the balance of my
time.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Royce.

Mr. RoycE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have great respect for Mr. Delahunt’s concerns for human
rights. He has long been a strong voice against genocide and war
crimes, and I think the goal of this amendment here is laudable.
And indeed many in Congress have expressed their support for an
international war crimes tribunal.

However, I think the gentleman in his remarks has acknowl-
edged that Congress has passed, has enacted a Senate Concurrent
Resolution on this, a House Concurrent Resolution, that resulted in
Public Law 102-138 which has aims similar to this amendment.
The funds have been provided by the State Department for the di-
rect purpose of directing world attention to the crimes of the Iraqi
Eegime and moving toward Saddam’s indictment. That has been

one.

However, requiring the Administration to make this matter its
highest priority by pressing for an immediate adoption of a United
Nations Security Council resolution on this would not help the Ad-
ministration’s current priority.

And what is that priority? It is, to quote from this resolution—
to quote from the Hastert-Gephardt resolution,

“to obtain prompt and decisive action by the Security Council
to ensure that Iraq abandons its strategy of delay, evasion and
noncompliance and promptly and strictly complies with all rel-
evant Security Council resolutions.”

That is the current priority. That is what we are passing out
today. And so I have to oppose the gentleman’s resolution.

Chairman HYDE. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. Rovce. I will yield.

Chairman HYDE. I want to congratulate Mr. Delahunt on a very
good amendment. I think we need to maintain a sense of priorities,
however, and I really would hope that he would withdraw the
amendment so we could continue to work together very seriously
to help make this war crimes tribunal, as it applies to Saddam
Hussein, a reality.

I will pledge, Mr. Delahunt, to seriously work with you and ask
my staff to work with you to make this a reality, but I just don’t
want to—for reasons that have been often expressed—want to un-
ravel this resolution.
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But this is a good idea, and if the gentleman would withdraw it,
it would save us a lot of time, be a great act of courtesy. I guar-
antee you, we will seriously work to make your concept a reality.

Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LanTOS. I would like to add my congratulations to my friend,
Mr. Delahunt, for bringing forward a singularly valuable idea. And
I would pledge to him that I would be delighted to cosponsor an
appropriate resolution, without delay, and work for its adoption.

Mr. LEACH. Would the gentleman yield? I think what the Chair-
man is saying makes some sense, but the gentleman’s point is very
profound. I would only add one thing to it because we are dealing
with report language as well that might be considered in the re-
port.

And one other aspect is that just as Saddam can avoid perhaps
a war criminal trial if the inspections go forward, I think we as a
Congress might want to say that he can avoid war itself if he seeks
asylum. I think it is important for us register that as a body, be-
cause if we register it, among other things, it makes it clear that
our concern is with the regime and Saddam and not with the Iraqi
people, and that he can save his country from terrifyingly great dif-
ficulty.

And add on to it an aspect of something that Mr. Lantos raised
earlier, “he” would have to be Saddam and his regime, not simply
the individual. I think if this was reflected in report language, it
would be very helpful; and I would just simply ask the Chairman
to seriously consider that.

Chairman HYDE. I certainly will. I think that is a helpful addi-
tion.

The gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Yes, I think that the observation by Mr. Leach
really warrants very serious reflection and consideration, because
while oftentimes I think we are unaware of the fact, but it is the
truth—many are watching us here today. And given the statement
by the Chairman, by the Ranking Member, and Mr. Leach’s obser-
vation, as well as a reality that I wasn’t going to win anyhow, I
will be happy to withdraw that amendment.

Chairman HYDE. The amendment is withdrawn and the gen-
tleman from Colorado, Mr. Tancredo, is recognized.

Mr. TANCREDO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote for this resolution this
evening, but I am going to do so with more reluctance than I think
I have ever felt when facing any issue since I have been here.

There are many reasons for it; almost all of them have been thor-
oughly discussed by Members on both sides. But there is something
else that is happening that I have to at least try to bring to the
attention of my colleagues. I was going to try to do it as the result
of an amendment that I would propose; the amendment has been
determined to be nongermane, and I will not therefore propose it.

But what we are about to pass is a resolution that will place us
on the path to an even bigger war than the one we have heretofore
engaged. God only knows the ramifications of this action, but we
can assume some to be imminent. One we can reasonably—or one
that we can reasonably expect the possibility of terrorist activity
around the world will increase dramatically, perhaps exponentially.
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Some of the highest-ranking members of the military have been
quoted as saying that if we do not get the U.N. to support this ac-
tivity, then it will supercharge—I think the quote was “super-
charge al-Qaeda recruiting.” The danger to Americans will grow
proportionately.

As a result, there are steps that any prudent nation would take
to protect its citizens. Any prudent nation would do everything pos-
sible to make its borders secure to the point that breaching them
would be made at least difficult.

We, however, may be preparing for many things to fight this
war, but securing our borders is not one of them. It is true that
in order to accomplish this task, we may need to at least tempo-
rarily employ the military to augment the Border Patrol. We are
not going to do it, however, because as Tom Ridge has told us,
there are political and cultural obstacles to doing that.

Mr. Chairman, to continue this war and to escalate the war with-
out creating the most secure borders possible is, at least, a terrible
flaw in our defense strategy; and to do so because there are polit-
ical and cultural obstacles is morally reprehensible. I cannot offer
the amendment, but I can beg the Administration to show as much
courage in confronting the open border’s lobby as it has been will-
ing to confront—as it has in being willing to confront the vicious
dictator in Iraq. Both of them are deadly dangerous to the United
States of America.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Crowley.

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I too was prepared to offer an amendment and then withdraw
that amendment after having explained it. Instead, I will not offer
that amendment, but will amend my statement for the record on
an amendment that I believe would have perfected even more so
the resolution that we have before us.

Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw that and not offer that amend-
ment at this time.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you.

Mr. Meeks.

Mr. MEEKS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I think I am going
to follow suit.

I had intended offering an amendment basically talking about
clarifying the language. Because I think, as I had indicated pre-
viously, where the resolution talks about the U.N. and Iraq being
in violation of several U.N. resolutions, yet we are saying the U.N.
is not relevant and we should unilaterally go ahead to enforce U.N.
resolutions—I wanted to add some language that would straighten
that out. But I think that conversation has been had, so therefore
I withdraw my amendment.

Chairman HYDE. I certainly thank the gentleman.

I tell the clerk that I have an amendment at the desk which
without objection shall be considered as read.

[The information referred to follows:]
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AMENDMENTS TO H. J. RES. 114

OFFERED BY MR. HYDE

In the 5th clause of the preamble—
(1) strike “1998” and insert ‘“Public Law 105—
235 (August 14, 1998)”’; and

(2) strike at the end “(Public Law 105-235)".

In the 11th clause of the preamble, strike “Amer-

ican” and insert ‘“United States”.

In the 14th clause of the preamble—

(1) after “Resolution 678" insert “(1990)”;

(2) after “Resolution 660 insert “(1990)”;

(3) after “Resolution 687" insert “(1991)”;

(4) after “Resolution 688”7 insert “(1991)”;
and

(5) after “Resolution 949" insert “(1994)”.

In the 15th clause of the preamble—

(1) strike “Congress”; and

(2) after “(Public Law 102-1)" insert ¢, Con-
oress’’.
In the 17th clause of the preamble, insert “of 1998”

after “Iraq Liberation Act”.

In the 20th clause of the preamble, insert a comma

after “‘organizations” and after ‘“committed”’.
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2
In the 21st clause of the preamble, insert a comma

after “‘organizations” and after ‘“committed”’.

In the 23d clause of the preamble, after “national

security”” insert “‘interests’.

Page 6, beginning on line 4, strike “Authorization
for the Use of Military Force Against Iraq” and insert
“Authorization for Use of Military Force Against Iraq

Resolution of 20027,

Page 7, line 7, strike “applicable to”” and insert “‘re-

garding”’.

Page 7, line 13, insert before the period the fol-

lowing: “regarding Iraq”.

Page 7, line 23, strike “Resolutions” and insert

“resolutions’ .

Page 8, line 13, insert “joint” before ‘“‘resolution”.

)

Page 8, line 19, strike “terrorists attacks” and in-

sert “‘terrorist attacks”.

Page 9, line 4, insert “joint” before “resolution”.

Page 9, line 7, after ‘““(a)” insert “REPORTS.—.
tel b b

Page 9, beginning on line 13, strike ‘“‘section 7 of
b > é‘ )

Public Law 105-338 (the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998)”
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3
and insert “section 7 of the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998

(Public Law 105-338)".

Page 9, line 15, after “(b)” insert “SINGLE CON-
g ) b

SOLIDATED REPORT.—.

Page 9, beginning on line 19, strike “Public Law
93-148 (the War Powers Resolution)” and insert ‘“‘the

War Powers Resolution (Public Law 93-148)".

Page 9, line 22, after “(c¢)” insert “RULE OF CON-

STRUCTION.—.

Page 9, line 23, strike “section 3 of Public Law
102-1" and insert “section 3 of the Authorization for
Use of Military Force Against Iraq Resolution (Public

Law 102-1)".

Page 10, beginning on line 1, strike “Public Law

102—1” and insert ‘“such Resolution”.
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Chairman HYDE. This amendment contains a series of technical
conforming and clarifying amendments which are recommended by
legislative counsel. It is nonsubstantive in nature, and the pro-
posed amendment has been agreed to by all of the parties that ne-
gotiated the underlying text of H.J. Res. 114, that is, the White
House and the bipartisan House leadership.

I am also pleased to have the support of Mr. Lantos on this
amendment. This is a very important joint resolution, and we want
to make sure we do it right.

So the question occurs on the amendment. All those in favor, say
aye.

Opposed, nay.

The ayes have it. The amendment is agreed to.

The question occurs on the motion to report the resolution H.J.
Res. 114 favorably. All in favor, say aye.

Opposed, nay.

The ayes have it.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, may we have a recorded vote.

Chairman HYDE. Very well. The clerk will call the roll. This is
final passage.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GILMAN. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gilman votes yes.

Mr. Leach.

Mr. LEACH. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Leach votes no.

Mr. Bereuter.

Mr. BEREUTER. Aye.

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Bereuter votes yes.

Mr. Smith.

[No response.]

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Burton.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Gallegly.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes yes.

Mr. Ballenger.

Mr. BALLENGER. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Ballenger votes yes.

Mr. Rohrabacher.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Rohrabacher votes yes.

Mr. Royce.

Mr. ROYCE. Yes.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Royce votes yes.

Mr. King.

Mr. KING. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. King votes yes.

Mr. Chabot.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Houghton.

[No response.]
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Ms. RusH. Mr. McHugh.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Cooksey.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Tancredo.

Mr. TANCREDO. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Tancredo votes yes.
Mr. Paul.

Mr. PAUL. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Paul votes no.
Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF MICHIGAN. Yes.
Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith votes yes.
Mr. Pitts.

[No response.]

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Issa.

Mr. IssA. Yes.

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Issa votes yes.
Mr. Cantor.

Mr. CANTOR. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Cantor votes yes.
Mr. Flake.

Mr. FLAKE. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Flake votes yes.
Mr. Kerns.

Mr. KERNS. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Kerns votes yes.
Mrs. Davis.

Mrs. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. Aye.
Ms. RUsH. Mrs. Davis votes yes.
Mr. Green.

Mr. GREEN. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Green votes yes.
Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Lantos votes yes.
Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN. Yes.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Berman votes yes.
Mr. Ackerman.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Yes.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Ackerman votes yes.
Mr. Faleomavaega.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Payne.

Mr. PAYNE. No.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Payne votes no.
Mr. Menendez.

Mr. MENENDEZ. No is offered.
Ms. RUsSH. Mr. Menendez votes no.
Mr. Brown.

Mr. BROWN. No.

Ms. RUusH. Mr. Brown votes no.
Ms. McKinney.
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Ms. McKINNEY. I don’t think there is any doubt.
A very strong no.

Ms. RusH. Ms. McKinney votes no.
Mr. Hilliard.

Mr. HILLIARD. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hilliard votes no.
Mr. Sherman.

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes.

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Sherman votes yes.
Mr. Wexler.

Mr. WEXLER. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Wexler votes yes.
Mr. Davis.

Mr. DAVIS OF FLORIDA. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Davis votes yes.
Mr. Engel.

Mr. ENGEL. Yes.

Ms. RUusH. Mr. Engel votes yes.
Mr. Delahunt.

Mr. DELAHUNT. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Delahunt votes no.
Mr. Meeks.

Mr. MEEKS. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Meeks votes no.
Ms. Lee.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Crowley.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hoeffel.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hoeffel votes yes.
Mr. Blumenauer.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. No.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Blumenauer votes no.
Ms. Berkley.

Ms. BERKLEY. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Ms. Berkley votes yes.
Mrs. Napolitano.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. No.

Ms. RusH. Mrs. Napolitano votes no.
Mr. Schiff.

Mr. SCHIFF. Aye.

Ms. RUsH. Mr. Schiff votes a yes.
Ms. Watson.

[No response.]

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hyde.

Chairman HYDE. Aye.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Hyde votes yes.
Chairman HYDE. Mr. Burton.

Ms. RUSH. Mr. Burton is not recorded.
Mr. BURTON. I will vote yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Burton votes yes.
Chairman HYDE. Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. Aye.
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Ms. RusH. Mr. Chabot votes yes.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Chris Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Smith votes yes.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. McHugh.

Mr. McHUGH. No—yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. McHugh votes yes.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Pitts.

Mr. PrTTS. Yes.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Pitts votes yes.

Chairman HyDE. Have all voted who wish?

The clerk will report.

Ms. RusH. Mr. Chairman, on this vote there are 31 ayes and 11
noes.

Chairman HYDE. And the motion is agreed to. My congratula-
tions to the Committee.

The gentlelady from Georgia.

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to request that
Members have the opportunity to file dissenting and additional
views, as well as extraneous material to be included in the report
accompanying the resolution.

Chairman HYDE. Pursuant to the rule, the gentlelady will, of
course, be granted that privilege. However, in order for the House
to have the benefit of the Committee’s report and the gentlelady’s
views prior to the Floor consideration, I would ask the gentlelady’s
cooperation in submitting her views for inclusion in the report by
the close of business tomorrow. This will enable the report to be
assembled, filed and printed in a timely manner.

Would the gentlelady agree with that?

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, is there any way possible it could
be by the close of business on Monday?

Chairman HYDE. Monday morning?

Ms. McKINNEY. Okay, Monday morning.

What time, Mr. Chairman?

Chairman HYDE. Ten.

Ms. McKINNEY. Ten Monday morning; it is agreed.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Brown.

Mr. BROWN. Just an inquiry. Ms. Lee and Ms. Watson, who ex-
pressed their votes, those were not actually—expressed their de-
sired position, those were not actually counted in the votes; is that
correct?

. Chairman HYDE. No. The votes cannot be counted unless you are
ere.

Mr. BROWN. I would just say, Mr. Chairman, that something as
important as this, the media at least should understand that there
were at least two more votes in this Committee of people—or three
more, counting Mr. Houghton—at least three more when they look
at the vote down here——

Chairman HYDE. Well, Mr. Faleomavaega would have voted the
other way.

Mr. BROWN [continuing]. With those other ones announced.

That is fine.

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, the preamble and resolving
clauses shall each be reported as single amendments incorporating
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any—well, there were no amendments adopted by the Committee—
except my amendment; that is right.

Without objection, the Chairman is authorized to move to go to
conference pursuant to House Rule XXII. Without objection, staff is
directed to make any technical and conforming changes.

The Committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:15 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]






APPENDIX

MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOSEPH R. PITTS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Today we are considering a resolution that, without a doubt, weighs heavy on ev-
eryone’s heart.

To cast a vote on whether or not to authorize our President to use military force
against an enemy is one the most important responsibilities we have as Members
of Congress.

This is not an easy decision. It is a very complex state of affairs that will have
foreign policy and national security implications for many years—beyond the service
of many Members here today.

So, we must not simply think about today, but we must also think about what
the future holds.

With this said, we must look at the big picture.

It is a complex picture, but there are several things we do know for sure.

1) For many years, Saddam Hussein has brutally oppressed his people. He has
committed mass murder, mass starvation, and gross violations of human
rights.

2) Saddam Hussein has developed chemical and biological weapons with the ca-
pability to attack neighboring countries, like Israel, Jordan, and Saudi Ara-
bia—our allies.

3) Saddam has already used chemical and biological weapons against his own
people and his enemies—we know he is not afraid to use them.

4) Saddam has vowed to use these weapons against anyone or any country that
stands in his way, including the U.S., our allies, and even the Shia popu-
lation in his own country.

5) Saddam is seeking nuclear weapons and is not far from obtaining this capa-
bility, and

6) For over a decade, Saddam has routinely disregarded the will of the U.N.
and obstructed its weapons inspectors.

I could go on, but the point is clear. Saddam is a tyrant and a madman that poses
a direct threat to the United States, our allies, and his own people. His reign of ter-
ror must end.

That is why we are here today. And that is why we must pass this resolution
today without amendment.

The timing is right. We must give the President the full authority to use force
when he deems it is the right time. If now is not the time, then when? When
Saddam’s launches an attack against the U.S. or one of our allies, or when he pro-
vides terrorists with the capability to attack us?

Some have said that the use of military force against Saddam will destabilize the
region. But, Saddam has already destabilized the region. Other nations and the vast
majority of Arab people in the region do not like Saddam, they fear him. They know
what he can do and that he his willing to do it.

They know that Saddam is bent on an imperialist vision that will establish him
in history as a “great” man—a conqueror, prophet, and king.

Further, some will say that this authorization will lead to unilateral action. It is
my hope that we do not have to act unilaterally, and I believe that when the time
is right, we will not have to.

(191)
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However, let’s not forget that we have been acting multilaterally for over the past
decade. Yet, today, Saddam has regained his dominance and his power, and the
international community has been silent—the U.N. has not enforced its own resolu-
tions. At what point does the security of the American people trump the desire for
multilateral action.

Mr. Chairman, this resolution before us in the right action for Congress at the
right time. The resolution has been carefully crafted with broad bipartisan support.

We should give the President the authority to use the military to protect our na-
tional security. We should not wait until we are attacked. We should not wait to
see if the President uses military force before we authorize him to do so.

We should be unified behind the strong leadership of the President. We should
show Saddam that his days are numbered.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this resolution without amendments and give the
President the authority he needs to protect our national security and end the terror
of Saddam’s regime.

I yield back the balance of my time.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DARRELL E. ISSA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Thank you Mr. Chairman. Today, as a Committee, a Congress, and a country, we
face one of the most difficult dilemmas in the human experience. We are considering
the question of war. The debate has returned us to the fundamental questions all
leaders need to face: when is it time to fight? Is it ever time to fight? And if we
fight, how should we do it? Mr. Chairman, these questions need to be addressed,
and I appreciate the opportunity we have today to debate this issue.

There are strategic reasons to remove Saddam Hussein. Many critics of the Presi-
dent’s position have asked if we have any “proof” of an “imminent threat” from Sad-
dam. Mr. Chairman, we have over 20 years of proof. Since the early 1980’s, Saddam
has aggressively attempted to develop weapons of mass destruction, from nerve gas,
to weaponized anthrax, to nuclear weapons. He has used some of these weapons
many times already, against Iranian civilians and soldiers in his decade-long blood-
bath with Iran, and against Kurdish villages in 1988. Many Kurds believe he at-
tacked them out of retribution, but also as an experiment for a much larger attack
against his true enemy, the United States.

The United Nations weapons inspectors did their best to track down Saddam’s
“special weapons,” as he calls them, but they were unable to locate the most dan-
gerous material. According to Gary Milhollin, the Director of the Wisconsin Project
on Nuclear Arms Control, inspectors could not find an estimated four tons of VX
nerve gas; 600 tons of ingredients for VX; 3,000 tons of other chemical agents; and
at least 550 artillery shells filled with mustard gas. Inspectors were also not able
to dismantle Saddam’s nuclear weapons, which were being aggressively developed
throughout the seven years of inspections.

When these weapons are combined with Saddam’s support for terrorism, the re-
sult will be disaster, for us and for our allies. We know that Saddam is at least har-
boring members of al-Qaeda in his country, if not supporting them altogether. He
may not have participated in the planning for the September 11 attacks, but he has
gone out of his way to prop up anti-American terrorist regimes that will, if left
alone, strike us again.

Saddam may not be planning to use weapons of mass destruction against us next
week, but there is no doubt that he intends to attack us and our allies until we
either acquiesce to his aggression, or defeat him.

Mr. Chairman, there are also moral reasons for removing Saddam. Since he seized
power in 1979 Saddam has built up one of the most brutal, merciless dictatorships
in the history of the world. He has embarked on a massive ethnic cleansing cam-
paign against the Kurds, who he thought were not loyal enough to him in his war
against Iran. Aside from his chemical weapons attacks in 1988, Saddam has also
attacked Kurds by forcing them into concentration camps and literally starving
them to death. He has recently engaged in cultural genocide against the Kurds.
Saddam’s secret police have been forcing Iraqi Kurds to “correct” their identity docu-
ments by claiming that their birth records are false, and that they have always been
Arab. If they refuse, they are forced off their property to make room for Arab fami-
lies. Saddam is trying to erase the Kurdish past, to “cleanse” Iraq of this ethnic
group he hates so bitterly. A prominent Iraqi expert, Peter Galbraith, describes
Saddam’s persecution of the Kurds as “a policy of genocide, a crime of intent, de-
stroying a group whole or in part.” Mr. Chairman, this regime is an Orwellian
nightmare. It cannot and will not be tolerated in a civilized world.
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The rap sheet on Saddam is long and detailed. If the international community ap-
plied a three strikes law to the world’s tyrants, Saddam Hussein would have struck
out long ago. The simple fact is, there are plenty of reasons to go to war with Iraq,
and very few reasons not to. The going will be tough, particularly after Saddam is
gone. But the difficulty of the situation does not necessitate a head-in-the-sand ap-
proach to this problem. Saddam will continue to defy any sort of inspections pro-
gram as long as he is in power. We have a vested interest in seeing the Iraqi people
live prosperous lives in a fair and just democracy. It is time to make that happen.
I urge my colleagues to support this resolution today and I yield back the balance
of my time.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JEFF FLAKE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARIZONA

Saddam Hussein poses an immediate and grave threat to the security of American
interests and to American lives. We know that Saddam has weapons of mass de-
struction in the form of biological and chemical weapons, and he has made clear his
intent to develop nuclear weapons, if he has not already done so.

Saddam Hussein has used such weapons on people in his own country and on his
neighbors. He has also defied the United Nations by expelling inspectors who had
identified and destroyed some of his arsenal. Saddam’s actions have demonstrated
a determination to carry on with his program of weapons of mass destruction—and
to what end? To carry out attacks against the United States and his other enemies.

Our government has a responsibility and duty to take the essential steps to elimi-
nate the threat posed by Saddam against the United States.

As previously mentioned, United Nations and the United States have tried dip-
lomatically to eliminate this threat through weapons inspections. Rather than com-
plying and cooperating with weapons inspectors, Saddam lied to them, limited their
access, and eventually, forced them out of Iraq. Diplomacy has failed in the past,
and President Bush has clearly outlined the failures in his recent address to the
United Nations. The President has urged the United Nations to make another deter-
mined, decisive, and effective resolution. If the United Nations, however, cannot
eliminate the threat to Americans, then the United States must.

This resolution will authorize President Bush to use military force, if he deems
it necessary, to eliminate the threat posed by Saddam. As dangerous as it is to com-
mit military troops to forcefully remove the threat posed by Saddam, the risk of
doing nothing is far greater.

Many countries recognize that it is not merely in the United States’ interest to
remove the threat posed by Saddam, but it is in the world’s interest. Saddam is a
brutal dictator who has no respect for democracy or human rights. He creates insta-
bility and volatility to a region of the world that needs stability and certainty.

Other countries have expressed their concerns with United States action in Iraq.
As much as I respect the advice and opinions of those countries, the job of the
TéInited States government is to act in the interests of the people of the United

tates.

It is very much in the interest of the American people to eliminate the threat
posed to them by Saddam Hussein. This resolution is absolutely necessary to ensure
the future of American democracy, American ideals, and the American way.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOSEPH CROWLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

The decision to declare war is one of the most important responsibilities our Con-
stitution has charged to us as Members of Congress. As a parent, there is no respon-
sibility that weighs on me more heavily than the decision to send our sons and
daughters off to war.

The 650,000 citizens in the Bronx and Queens whom I represent have only just
recently started rebuilding their lives from last September eleventh’s attack on the
World Trade Center, an attack which shattered families, devastated New York’s
economy, and caused profound changes in the communal and social lives of New
York City’s many communities.

I have thought long and hard about what this vote means not only for me as a
Member of Congress and as a representative of my constituency, but also for what
it means to me as a New Yorker.

September 11th changed New York as a City and the United States as a nation.
The events of last September altered our nation’s priorities. Protecting Social Secu-
rity and Medicare and extending prescription drug coverage to our nation’s senior
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citizens and bringing jobs to local neighborhoods are still critical issues. But the
need to protect our country, our families, and our children is growing in importance.
If our country is not secure, then our future cannot be secure.

I have sought out as much information as possible on the threats and risks posed
by launching a military confrontation with Iraq, as well as the risks of not acting.
I have heard intelligence briefings on Saddam’s military capabilities, including his
chemical, biological, and nuclear capabilities. I have heard Administration officials
and experts on Iraq make both sides of the argument in testimony to Congress. I
have thought about the hundreds of thousands of young men and women who will
be sent to fight this war, as well as their parents.

And I have thought of their families. During the Vietnam war, my own neighbor-
hood of Woodside, Queens, and its surrounding ZIP code lost the highest number
of people per capita in the nation. Countless constituents have called me and writ-
ten to me to express their concerns about the impact that a war against Iraq will
have on the nation, on the economy, and on their communities.

This is not the best time to consider military action against Iraq. We have worked
carefully over the past year to compile a broad-based international coalition to help
us in the fight against global terrorism, which is and should remain our top national
priority. Yet by calling for the overthrow of the regime in Baghdad, we are weak-
ening the international support and good will that we have worked so hard to
achieve. I am concerned that military action against Iraq will distract us from the
more important work that we and our allies are doing to root out and eliminate the
threat posed by al-Qaeda and other terrorist entities.

That said, the Administration has decided that now is the time to address the
threat posed by Saddam Hussein, and it has fallen to this Congress to decide wheth-
er to authorize the use of force against Iraq or not. After carefully considering the
evidence, the allegations, and the arguments, I have concluded that Saddam is, in
fact, continuing to develop chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons in violation of
UN Security Council resolutions, and that he maintains the ability to deploy and
use small numbers of chemical and biological weapons. As a result, Saddam does,
in fact, pose a severe threat not only to the Middle East, to our allies in Israel, to
the United States, but to the entire world.

I do believe that Saddam is close to acquiring nuclear weapons or to once again
using his chemical or biological weapons. I do believe that it is only a matter of time
bﬁfpre these weapons, unless eliminated, are used against the United States or our
allies.

Many of my colleagues, and many in the international community, have called for
weapons inspections to be given one last try. But years of UN weapons inspections
and international monitoring have demonstrated that inspections cannot work as
long as the Iraqi regime is determined to thwart them. And it is clear that Saddam
remains as determined to block such inspections as he was before. We cannot wait
any longer to address the threat of Iraqi weapons of mass destruction; the longer
we wait, the more likely the United States and the international community will
face an Iraq armed with nuclear weapons.

It is also clear that Saddam has no plans to end his support for international ter-
rorism. While the Administration has not, in my mind, proven that Saddam has pro-
vided support to al-Qaeda, Saddam is integrally linked to Palestinian terror attacks
against innocent civilians in Israel, paying a sliding scale of benefits to the families
of Palestinians who are killed or injured in such attacks. The families of Palestin-
ians who blow themselves up in suicide bombings receive $25,000 in cash; the fami-
lies of those killed in other attacks against Israelis receive $10,000; Palestinians se-
riously injured in attacks on Israelis receive $1,000; and Palestinians lightly injured
in attacks on Israelis receive $500. Saddam has volunteered to be the workers com-
pensation plan for Palestinian terrorists, whose homicidal intentions are no different
from the nineteen murders who flew airplanes filled with innocent people into the
World Trade Center, the Pentagon, and a field in Pennsylvania. Only when Iraq
ceases to be a threat and takes its place as a responsible member of the inter-
national community will Israel’s future be secure.

Because of Saddam’s continued support for terrorism and the serious threat posed
by Saddam’s continued efforts to develop weapons of mass destruction, I want to ex-
press my support for this resolution.

I commend President Bush, as well as the Democratic Leadership of the Senate
and House and the Chairman and Ranking Member of this Committee, for their
work to address some of my concerns regarding war against Iraq and a preemptive
strike. In fact, many of the concerns expressed by my fellow Democrats have been
included in the resolution under consideration.

I have been extremely concerned about the risks of unilateral military action.
None of our European allies save Great Britain have indicated support for pre-
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emptive military action, and none of the allied countries neighboring Iraq—Turkey,
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, and Qatar—have indicated support for military ac-
tion unless it is authorized by the UN Security Council. If we want to bring an end
to religious extremism and terrorism in the Middle East, we must work with, not
against, leaders in the region and in the international community.

The resolution being considered today, however, now includes a provision sup-
porting the president’s efforts to seek Iraqi compliance through the UN Security
Council. I wish that the resolution made multilateral support and UN Security
Council authorization absolute preconditions for the use of force, but I am pleased
that it calls on the president to work through the Security Council to secure Iraq’s
compliance with existing UN resolutions. It is imperative that the United States act
in concert with allies and partners with the authorization of the United Nations Se-
curity Council. U.S. national interests are not served by unilateral military action.

While I am convinced, as I have said, that weapons inspections will not contribute
to Saddam’s disarmament, I am concerned that the rest of the world will judge us
harshly because we appear too willing to use force to address the Iraqi threat. It
is therefore extremely important that the resolution prevents the president from
using force against Iraq unless and until he declares to Congress and to the Amer-
ican people that he has exhausted all possible diplomatic efforts and attests that
further diplomatic means will not protect U.S. national security or lead to enforce-
ment of UN resolutions. This means that the use of force will truly be a last resort.

The resolution also requires the president to submit to Congress a determination,
prior to using force, that taking military action against Iraq is consistent with con-
tinuing efforts by the United States and other nations to take the necessary actions
against international terrorists and terrorist organizations. This ensures that the
war against terrorism, which must remain our top national priority, will not be
pushed aside by efforts in Iraq.

Finally, the resolution requires the president to report every 60 days on military
operations and on the planning for post-conflict activities such as reconstruction and
peacekeeping. This provision is critical, as I do not believe that the Administration
has yet developed a strategy for rebuilding Iraq.

The post-Saddam effort to transform Iraq into a democratic, multi-ethnic, free so-
ciety will require a tremendous financial contribution from the United States
amounting to tens, if not hundreds, of billions of dollars. Such an endeavor will re-
quire international support and participation. Without a long, committed inter-
national reconstruction effort, Iraq is destined to fall back into chaos and fall victim
to a new despotic regime, and the sacrifices of U.S. military personnel will have
been in vain.

As with Afghanistan, if we start the process of political change in Iraq by over-
throwing the current regime, we must remain there to see the process through. We
will have to rebuild Irag—reconstruct critical infrastructure, bolster the educational
system, invest in the oil industry, and deploy U.S. and coalition soldiers there for
years while basic law and order is established—in order to bring long-term peace
and stability to this region. We will need to do this not just because the Iraqi people
need such assistance after decades of living under Saddam’s despotic regime; we will
need to do this because ensuring that Iraq is democratic, prosperous, and stable fur-
thers U.S. national interests.

Mr. Chairman, despite my misgivings, and though I wish the Administration had
decided to wait to pursue its anti-Saddam crusade until we and our allies had made
more substantial inroads against terrorist groups around the world, I will support
this resolution.

Noting, however, that this resolution does not provide the Administration with a
blank check, I encourage you and our colleagues on the Committee to ensure that
the Administration proceeds wisely:

¢ That it consults with allies and partners on the steps ahead;
¢ That it seeks authorization from the United Nations Security Council; and

¢ That it works with allies, partners, the United Nations, and other multi-
national institutions to develop a concrete, thorough plan for Iraq’s recon-
struction, and that it commits the necessary resources—both financial and
human—to finish what it seeks to start.

Thank you.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE EARL BLUMENAUER, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Since becoming a member of Congress, I've been struck by how often there is a
gap between the needs and the concerns of the public and the ability of Congress
to hear and give voice to those needs and those concerns.

Nowhere is that gap between the people and their government wider than what
is happening over a possible war with Iraq.

T've talked to dozens of members of Congress from different states, from both par-
ties, with highly varied districts, and without exception, we all hear the same reac-
tions.

The people are asking very hard questions about the wisdom of our past actions.

There is, to be charitable, little enthusiasm for unilateral American action.

People suspect that part of the instability in the Middle East is the result of our
past missteps and miscalculations, giving aid and comfort to Saddam Hussein and
the Taliban, not thinking it through fully at the front end, and then walking away
when our attention is diverted or we become fatigued.

People want to know, “What’s the rush? What’s changed?” and they are skeptical
about what appears to be political timing.

The responses from constituents who bother to formally contact our offices are
overwhelmingly opposed to war with Iraq, often by ratios of 100:1, even 500:1

I think the American public has it right.

We're not finished with the war on terrorism; and this is highly distinct from our
ongoing conflict with Iraq.

We're not finished yet in Afghanistan. President Karzai is barely the mayor of
Kabul, and owes his life to his American Delta Force bodyguards. It is not clear that
we or the countries who supported us in Afghanistan are ready to do what it takes
to finish that job.

Indeed, we're not even finished yet in the Balkans.

It has been an open secret on Capitol Hill that, contrary to some of the adminis-
tration’s formal pronouncements, there’s been much greater caution and skepticism
from the leaders in the Pentagon. Former generals have openly declared their con-
cerns before Congress.

Some of the voices that have expressed concern, and in some instances opposition,
have been those of distinguished political leaders in both parties, names familiar to
the public: Armey, Gore, Lugar, Hagel, Kennedy.

There are many more concerned leaders whose voices are not as well known.
These are the voices of our colleagues who don’t need focus groups or more famous
politicians to validate their own deeply held convictions.

My bottom line is that no president deserves a blank check when it comes to wag-
ing war. And despite some additional verbiage in this resolution, the authorization
delegates the decision to the President’s unfettered judgment.

Some claim the strong words of the President got the United Nations engaged.
’ghis is t};robably true; that is his job and his prerogative. Now Congress needs to

o its job.

I am not opposed to the use of force. I have supported it in the past, and could
do so in the future. However, this is a situation where neither has the case been
made, nor the foundation established.

It is terrorism that is the greatest threat to America. Inappropriate action against
Iraq could actually expose Americans to greater risk.

I urge the leadership and the diverse membership of this committee to be part
of a diplomatic solution internationally, and to engage honestly with the American
public here at home.

Congress and the American people have a right to know the costs and con-
sequences before following this path.

We should reject the notion of a pre-emptive, unilateral, go-it-alone attack on any-
one we deem a threat.

A unilateral preemptive strike, without direct provocation, is both wrong and dan-
gerous, especially when undertaken by the most powerful nation the world has ever
seen.

If we can’t live up to our principles, how can we expect other countries to obey
the rule of law?

To respect the integrity of the reasonable strategic diplomatic and moral position
of the United States is not to imply any sympathy for Saddam Hussein and his bru-
tal regime.

There is a bipartisan consensus in Congress:

¢ to work with our allies—not tell them what to do beforehand;
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¢ to use the United Nations to lay the foundation for a muscular aggressive re-
gime of effective inspections and enforcement of United Nations resolutions.

Such an approach will be the most likely to produce the results the administration
claims it wants. It is entirely consistent with where the American public is, based
on the most accurate measurement: what we actually hear from people when we
take the time to listen to them.

The situation in the Middle East is the most volatile it has been in our lifetime.
Iraq is but one troubling part of the equation.

Yet this can be the beginning of a new chapter of diplomacy and thoughtful action
on the part of the United States.

I hope the Congress will be equal to this challenge as we work our way through
this process.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your leadership and commitment to your committee
doing its job.

O



